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of North Dakota, Mr. BROOMFIELD, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. BURKE 
of Massachusetts, Mr. DoN H. CLAu
SEN, Mr. CONABLE, Mr. COWGER, Mr. 
DELLENBACK, and Mr. DENT): 

H.R. 17144. A bill to establish a Commis
sion on Hunger; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for 
himself, Mr. DULSKI, Mrs. DWYER, 
Mr. EILBERG, Mr. ESCH, Mr. FARB
STEIN, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. FRASER, Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. GUDE, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. How
ARD, Mr. KLUCZYNSKI, Mr. KUPFER
MAN, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. KYROS, 
Mr. LoNG of Maryland, Mr. MCCAR
THY, Mr. MCDADE; Mr. MACGREGOR, 
Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. MooRHEAD, Mr. 
O'HARA of Michigan, and Mr. OT
TINGER): 

H.R. 17145. A bill to establish a Commis
sion on Hunger; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. ROBISON (for himself, Mr. 
PODELL, Mr. POLLOCK, Mr. PUCINSKI, 
Mr. REID of New York, Mr. RIEGLE, 
Mr. RYAN, Mr. STANTON, Mr. STEIGER 
of Wisconsin, Mr. TALCOTT, Mr. TEN
ZER, Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON, Mr. 
WYDLER, Mr. YATES, Mr. BRADEMAS, 
Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. 
HATHAWAY, Mr. EDWARDS Of Califor
nia, Mr. McCLORY, Mr. CORBETT, Mr. 
SMITH of New York, and Mr. 
REES): 

H.R. 17146. A bill to establish a Commis
sion on Hunger; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. BELCHER: 
H.J. Res. 1265. Joint resolution asking the 

President of the United States to designate 
the month of May 1968, as National Arthritis 
Month; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARRISON: -
H.J. Res. 1266. Joint resoluUon authorizing 

the President to proclaim June 30, 1968, as 
National Original Americans Day; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATHAWAY: 
H.J. Res. 1267. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution to pro-

vide for the direct election of the President 
and the Vice President; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WOLFF: 
H. Con. Res. 776. Concurrent resolution to 

commemorate the 200th anniversary of the 
first landing of Greeks in the New World; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule xxn, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRASCO: 
H.R.17147. A bill for the relief of Bruno 

Burruto and Silvia Burruto; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

H.R.17148. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Ollvia Oa.siano and son, Jorge Manuel Cor
reia-Simoes; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 17149. A b111 for the relief o! Sylvia 

Smith; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CORBET!': 

H.R. 17150. A bill for the relief O!f Benito 
Mauro; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 
H.R. 17151. A blll for the relief of Won Ja 

Yoon; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KUPFERMAN: 

H.R. 17152. A b111 for the relief O!f Lodovic 
Anc1lloti; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 
H.R. 17153. A b1ll for the relief of Mrs. Ra

leigh Newton; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H.R. 17154. A b1ll for the relief of Juan 

Battista Biazzo, Margarita Biazzo, Juan 
Tomas Biazzo, and Carlos Antonio Biazzo; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 17155. A bill for the relief of Cla.rinda 

Merces Dasilva; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ByMr.PELLY: 
H.R. 17156. A blll for the relief of May R. 

OUchapin; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 17157. A b1ll for the relief of Merly 
Florendo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 17158. A bill for the relief of Margaret 
D. Permo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 17159. A bill for the relief of Emil 

Feuerwerker, his wife, Vera Feuerwerker, 
their minor son, Moshe (also known as 
Moses) Feuerwerker, and their daughter, 
Sara Feuerwerker; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. REES: 
H.R. 17160. A bill for the relief of Leslie 

Clive Drever; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. ROONEY of New York: 
H.R. 17161. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. Paola Pesce; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 17162. A blll for the relief of Rogelio 

Tabhan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. STUBBLEFIELD: 

H.R. 17163. A bill for the relief of Clar
ence S. Lyons; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 
H.R. 17164. A bill for the relief of Shah

zadeh Shirl; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H.R. 17165. A bill for the relief of Michel 

Mihailovic Predrag; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. VAN DEERLIN: 
H.R. 17166. A b1ll for the relief of Maria 

Lidia Hernandez Johnson; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

307. By Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia: Petition 
of Peter Mulholland, Whitestone, N.Y., and 
others, relative to trading with the enemy; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

308. By the SPEAKER: Petition of James 
Malcolm Williams, Minneapolis, Minn., rela
tive to action on petitions Nos. 304 and 305; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SENATE-Wednesday, May 8, 1968 
The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the ex

piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Acting President pro tem
pore (Mr. METCALF) • 

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, D.D., pastor, 
Capitol Hill Methodist Church, Washing
ton, D.C., o:trered the following prayer: 

0 God of life and peace, we are grate
ful this morning for the experience of 
personal peace. We find this peace at 
the place of prayer where Thy spirit bears 
witness with our spirit that we are the 
sons of God. Give us, in this moment of 
prayer, a sense of personal peace. 

As the representatives of our President 
prepare to negotiate in seeking peace in 
Vietnam, we pray for Thy presence and 
power to be with them as they seek a last
ing peace. Empower them with Thy spirit 
to be shared. From these e:trorU; as well 
as others, bring blessing to all mankind, 
Dear Lord. 

May pressures of this day be met with 
intellectual and spiritual insight. Work 
through the lives of the leaders and citi
zens of this Nation we love, with respon
sible and loyal actions that benefit all 
our fellow men. We pray in the name of 
the Prince of Peace. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Tuesday, May 7, 1968, 
be approved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of irts 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 948. An act for the relief of Seaman 
Eugene Sidney Markovitz, U.S. Navy; 

s. 1147. An act for the relief of Ma.rtana 
Mantzios; 

s. 1180. An act for the relief of Ana 
Jacalne; 

s. 1395. An act for the relief of Dr. Brandla 
Don (nee Praschnik); 

s. 1406. An act for the relief of Dr. Jorge 
Mestas; 

s. 1483. An act for the relief of Dr. Pedro 
Lopez Garcia; 

s. 1490. An act for the relief of Yang Ok 
Yoo (Maria Margurita); 

S. 1828. An act for the relief of Susan 
Elizabeth ( Cho) Long; 

8.1829. An act for the relief of Lisa Marie 
(Kim) Long; 

S.1918. An act for the relief of Dr. Gabriel 
Gomez del Rio; 

S. 1968. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose 
Ernesto Garcia y Tojar; 

S. 2005. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Anacleto c. Fernandez; 

S. 2022. An ac:t for the relief of Dr. Mario 
Jose Remirez DeEstenoz; 

S. 2023. An act for the relief of V1rgilio A. 
Arango, M.D. 

S. 2078. An act for the relief of Dr. Albert 
DeJongh; 

S. 2132. An act :tor the :relief of Dr. Robert 
L. Cespedes; 

S. 2139. An act for the rellef of Dr. Angel 
Trejo Padron; 

S. 2149. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose J. 
Guijarro; 

S. 2176. An act for the relief O!f Dr. Edgar 
Reinaldo Nunez Baez; 

S. 2193. An act for the relief of Dr. Alfredo 
Jesus Gonzalez; 

s. 2256. An act for the relief or Dr. Mar
garita Lorigados; 

s. 2285. An act for the relief of Gordon 
Shih Gum Lee; 

s. 2301. An act for the relief of Dr. Fran
cisco Guillermo Gomez-Inguanzo; 
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S. 2381. An act for the relief o.f Dr. Jesus 
Adalberto Quevedo-Avila; 

S. 2403. An act for the relief of Dr. Teo
baldo Cuervo-Castillo; 

S. 2404. An act for the relief of Dr. Heri
berto Jose Hernandez-Suarez; and 

S. 2489. An act for the relief of Dr. Jesus 
Jose Eduardo Garcia. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the ~istinguished Senator from Missouri, 
who IS to be recognized at this time under 
the order of yesterday, yield to me 
briefly? 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the distin

guished Senator for his courtesy. 

THE PRESIDENT, PARIS, AND 
POLITICS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as 
the Senate knows, I have disagreed on 
aspects of the conduct of the war in 
Vietnam. However, there has been no 
question in my mind about the desire of 
the President to end that war. I have 
expressed on many occasions my full 
confidence that President Johnson was 
doing whatever he could to bring about 
the negotiation of a settlement in Viet
nam. I reiterate that confidence today. 

As majority leader, I have worked with 
the President since the day he assumed 
office, and I know something of the bur
dens which this war has placed on him. 
The rising casualty figures have hurt 
him deeply. He has felt for the people of 
Vietnam in the terrible ordeal which they 
are undergoing. He has deplored the fi
nancial drain of the war and the con
straints which it has placed on dealing 
with urgent inner problems of the Nation. 

President Johnson has wanted peace 
in Vietnam for all these reasons and sim
ply because he is a man of peace. As a 
case in point which underscores his will
ingness to act for peace, I note on the 
basis of personal knowledge, which pre
dates the seleotion of Paris as a peace 
site, that Pope Paul VI made an ex
traordinary offer to Washington and 
Hanoi. His Holiness placed at the dis
posal of the two governments the apos
tolic buildings of the Vatican, as a site 
for peace talks. 

The offer was made, properly, in se
cret, and it remained a secret until sev
eral days ago, until Paris was actually 
chosen as a suitable site for talks. It 
should not go unnoticed, however that 
President Johnson-at a time wh~n he 
was subjected to severe criticism 
for failing to act on a meeting place
guarded his silence even though he had 
already accepted, without qualification, 
the Pope's invitation to meet at the Vati
can. That the talks were not opened in 
Rome sometime ago, was not the fault 
of the President. 

Be that as it may, I am delighted that 
an excellent site for these crucial talks 
has now been found. It is my deepest 
hope, a hope which I know is shared by 
the Senate, that the meetings which are 
about to begin in Paris will be fruitful. 

If I may, I would like to make a plea 
at this time for patience during the dim
cult days ahead. The road is extremely 

pr~rious; the pitfalls are many. The 
President needs and warrants every con
fidence, support, and encouragement 
which can be given to him. 

I would urge at this time therefore 
reflection, restraint, and res~rve in dis: 
cussion of the issues of Vietnam. That 
seems to me to be especially desirable, as 
the question may arise in the heat of the 
political campaign during the weeks and 
months ahead. 

The President has gone to great 
lengths to precipitate the negotiations 
which will open on May 1 o in Paris. His 
determination to bring about an hon
orable peace is underscored by a pro
f~und act of self-abnegation. In taking 
himself out of the campaign for the 
om~ of President, in my judgment, 
President Johnson took the political con
tent out of Vietnam. It would be my hope 
t~at the rest of us will now act to keep 
VIetnam out of a political context. 

PRIMARIES AND THE ELECTORAL 
COLLEGE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
outcome of the Indiana primary was a 
vi.ctory for KENNEDY, MCCARTHY, and 
Nixon. KENNEDY, in winning the Demo
cratic primary, got his campaign off the 
ground and running; McCARTHY in run
ning up his impressive total, maintained 
his . steady momentum; and Nixon, in 
pollmg over one-half million votes made 
a very impressive showing. ' 

The tragedy of primaries is that in 
reality they mean very little. Very few 
of them are binding so far as their dele
gates are concerned. They cost a tre
mendou~ amount of money on the part 
of candidates and, therefore in a sense 
the:y turn into auctions on ~ temporarY 
bas1s. 

P~rso~ally, I would like to see pri
maries, If they are going to be main
taine~. conducted in all States on a day 
certam and under a rigid limitation of 
expenditures, rather than to continue 
the haphazard expensive procedure 
which is now followed. If this were done 
it v:ould mean, in my opinion, that th~ 
natiOnal conventions, at which the dele
gates-and not the people-make the 
choice, could be done away with. 

In a similar fashion, the electoral col
lege could be abolished, because in that 
outmoded and obsolete institution those 
elected to the college are sometimes free 
to exercise their own choice and not the 
choice of the people who designated 
them. The fact is that the electoral col
lege is one seldom attended with an al
most invisible student body: and a non
existent faculty. 

In short, there is much in American 
political institutions which is in need of 
correction. There is much in the way of 
obsolescence which should be replaced 

(~t this point Mr. BAKER assumed th~ 
chair.) 

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND 
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967 

STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO TITLE III 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
I am absolutely opposed to title III the 
wiretap seotion, of this bill. Wiretapping 

and electronic snooping cannot be justi
fied except where the security of the Na
tion is directly involved. Last year I in
troduced S. 928, the proposed Right of 
Privacy Act recommended by the admin
istration. This proposal slightly amended 
should be substituted for the present 
provisions of title III, and it is my inten
tion to offer such an amendment at a 
later time. 

Mr. President, several of the provisions 
of ~itle III are blatantly unconstitutional. 
If It were possible to establish degrees of 
u~?onstitutionality, many of these pro
VISions would qualify for the highest 
rating. It is my intention to offer several 
perfecting amendments. However even 
if all the perfecting amendments i offer 
are adopted, title III would still fall short 
of the demands of the fourth amend
ment. So, regardless of the action taken 
on these amendments, I would hope the 
Senate would adopt the substitute for 
title III or at a bare minimum, strike title 
III. Striking the title would then allow 
the Senate to consider the wiretap and 
electronic snooping issue on its own at 
some later date. 

Mr. President, at this time, I would like 
to address a few general remarks to pri
vacy and its importance. 

Hardly a day goes by that I am not 
asked: "What difference does it make if 
the Government uses wiretaps and elec
tronic bugs in fighting crime and pro
tecting the national security? The inno
c~nt and law abiding have nothing to 
h1de so they have nothing to fear if these 
techniques are used. Only the criminal 
and the subversive can be harmed." 

The best answer I have found is an
?ther ques~ion, one posed a century ago 
m a treatise on English constitutional 
history: 

Men may be without restraint upon their 
liberty; they may pass to and fro at pleas
ure; but if their steps are tracked by spies 
and informers, their words noted down for 
crimination, their associates watched as con
spirators, who shall say that they are free? 

Privacy has been recognized as a fun
damental human right since the dawn of 
western civilization. During the days of 
the Roman Empire, the sanctity of the 
home was almost absolute. No man could 
be dragged out of his home even to an
swer a summons of a magistrate. 

De~pite this ancient heritage, the right 
of pnvacy remains today a difilcult and 
elusive concept to define. If it is thought 
of in terms of solitude, sanctity of the 
home and certain personal relationships 
such as man and wife, patient and doctor 
.client and attorney, its meaning can~ 
easily seen and understood. As a result 
this approach is commonly used. How~ 
ever, it is inadequate. In a truly free 
society, the right of privacy cannot be 
so limited. 

Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis 
in 1928 explained the right in this way: 

The makers of our Constitution undertook 
to secure conditions favorable to the pursuit 
of happiness. They recognized the significance 
of man's spiritual nature, of his feelings, and 
of his intellect. They knew that only a part 
of the pain, pleasure, and satisfaction vf life 
are to be found in rna terial things. They 
sought to protect Americans in their beliefs 
their thoughts, their emotions and their sen~ 
sations. They conferred, as against the Gov
ernment, the right to be let alon~the most 
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comprehensive of rights and the right most 
valued by civilized men. 

Thus, the right of privacy encompasses 
the freedom of the individual to share or 
withhold from others, according to his 
own selection, his thoughts, his beliefs, 
his emotions, his actions, and his past. It 
is an affirmative claim to human dig
nity-a claim to an inviolate personality. 

Neither the Constitution nor the Bill 
of Rights specifically mentions the right 
of privacy. The fourth amendment pro
hibition of unreasonable searches and 
seizures, however, is aimed at protecting 
this right, and, many of the other enum
erated rights would completely lack sub
stance without the right of privacy. How 
real would freedom of speech be if a 
person's every word were recorded for 
future use? The individual would find 
himself measuring every word before he 
speaks it to determine how it would look 
to someone else on a cold record. Spon
taneity, a hallmark of democracy, could 
not long exist. How real would freedom of 
association be if all gatherings were offi
cially noted and watched? The individual 
would find himself wondering: Are some 
of the others at this meeting suspect? 
Would it not be safer for me to remain 
away? Finally, how real would freedom of 
of official interest and how real would 
religion be if all services were a matter 
of official interest and how real would 
freedom of the ballot box be if all voting 
booths were the subject of official sur
veillance? 

Anyone who harbors doubts as to the 
basic importance of the right of privacy 
to the individual should look back briefly 
at life in Nazi Germany. 

A German under Hitler had but one 
right, the right to serve the state with 
his entire being. To insure that the Ger
man people did not attempt to exercise 
any other rights, the Gestapo systemati
cally destroyed privacy in the Third 
Reich. Through the use of wiretaps, in
formers, predawn raids and arrests, and 
other techniques designed to achieve 
maximum fear and intimidation, they 
attempted to establish and maintain total 
state control. Under a ruling of the 
Reich's Supreme Court, criticism of the 
state was not allowed even when passed 
between husband and wife, or parent and 
child, with secrecy vowed. An exception 
was made for a person talking to himself 
or writing in his personal diary. Only the 
bravest, however, criticized the state even 
in these circums,tances, because as Ges
tapo Chief Hinunler early in the war 

. advised: 
Carping and cri·ticism are pennitted only 

to those who are not afraid of the concen
tration camp. 

Dr. E. K. Bramstadt described the sit
uation in his book, "Dictatorship and Po
litical Police": 

The general atmosphe·re resulting from the 
operation of the secret police is pregnant with 
uncertainty, fear, suspicion and readiness to 
pin the onus for all troubles on one's neigh
bors. This atmosphere can be sutnmed up in 
the formula: "No private life pel'II11tted." As 
Dr. Ley once said: "There is no such thing as 
a private individual in National Socialist Ger
many. The only person who is still a private 
individual in Germany is sotnebody who is 
asleep." 

CXIV--774-Part 10 

The history of the right of privacy in 
Anglo-American law reveals some of the 
brightest and darkest hours in man's 
struggle for freedom. As to the origin of 
the concept in England, one can only 
surmise. U.S. Senator Henry Ashurst of 
Arizona told the Senate in 1931 that the 
English brought this and other tenets 
of freedom with them from the continent 
when they landed on the island of Thanet 
in A.D. 449 under the leadership of Hen
gist and Horsa. He said they planted deep 
and strong in the island of Britain these 
fundamentals of English liberty. A less 
romantic theory claims the right was 
borrowed from Roman law through the 
writings of Cicero, and Justinian's Digest 
of 533. Both these Roman sources made 
reference to the sanctity of the home 
and were read widely by the early Eng
lish legal profession. 

Ironically, the earliest reference to the 
right in reported English court decisions 
is found in the Semaynes case-1603-
decided during the period of Tudor- · 
Stuart absolutism. The decision was 
written by Sir Edward Coke, a great 
judge who refused to submit to the will 
of King J·ames I and was eventually re
moved from the bench by James. By 
sheer ability, he worked himself up to 
chief justice of the Court of Common 
Pleas, and at the time of his removal, he 
was chief justice of the King's Bench. 
Sir Edward in the Semaynes case wrote: 

The house of everyone is to him as his 
castle and fortress as well for his d·efense 
against injury and violence, as for his repose. 

He did not find the house offered com
plete sanctuary, but under the decision, 
even the King could not intrude on the 
privacy of the home arbitrarily. Sir 
Edward believed that both the Parlia
ment and the King were subordinate to 
the fundamental law of the land and 
thus the actions of both were subject to 
judicial review. With this concept in 
mind, he overruled legislative and execu
tive actions in a number of cases. In 
November 1616, he was permanently re
moved from office. 

Another court of Tudor-Stuart Eng
land was not so concerned for the funda
mental law of the land. It was the Star 
Chamber and derived its authority not 
from the common law but from royal 
power. The Star Chamber was estab
lished by King Henry VII in 1487 and 
abolished by the long Parliament which 
convened during King Charles I reign in 
1640. Star Chamber originated two writs 
or warrants which threatened and 
abused· the right of privacy until the 
later half of the 18th century. 

The first of these was the general war
rant. This warrant was issued by the 
Star Chamber for the search of private 
homes and shops to discover and seize 
books and papers that were not properly 
licensed. The licensing of publications 
was required to control the press. After 
the Star Chamber was abolished, Parlia
ment continued the licensing program 
and the use of general warrants in its 
enforcement. In 1695, the Licensing Act 
was allowed to expire and with it went 
the statutory authority to issue general 
warrants. Royal officials, however, con
tinued to issue general warrants and as 
time passed their scope was broadened 

to permit the seizure of all papers and 
effects of a suspect which might be used 
to convict him of seditious libel. 

John Wilkes, a Member of Parliament, 
started a publication in 1762 called the 
North Briton. The publication attacked 
rather severely both King George III and 
Lord Bute, the Prime Minister. Because 
of this criticism, Wilkes was prosecuted 
for libel. To aid the prosecution, Lord 
Halifax, Secretary of State, issued a gen
eral warrant to search Wilkes' home. The 
warrant was executed and Wilkes 
brought a civil suit for trespass against 
Lord Halifax and the men who made the 
search. Wilkes obtained a verdict against 
the defendants and the judgment of the 
court written by Lord Camden in 1765 is 
a landmark in English liberty. Lord Cam
den in part wrote: 

There are some crimes such for instance 
as murder, rape, robbery and house break
ing, to say nothing of forgery and perjury, 
that are more atrocious than libelling. But 
our law has provided no paper-search in 
these cases to help forward the conviction. 
... It is very certain that the law obligeth 
no man to accuse himself; because the neces
sary means of compelling self-accusation, 
falling upon the innocent as well as the 
guilty, would be both cruel and unjust; and 
it would seem that search for evidence is dis
allowed upon the same principle. . . . The 
warrant to seize and carry away the party's 
papers in the case of a seditious libel, is 
illegal and void. 

The next year the House of Commons 
joined Lord Camden's court in condemn
ing the general warrant. It passed resolu
tions aimed not only at general warrants 
used to seize papers and effects but also 
those used to seize persons. These latter 
warrants authorized the arrest of all 
persons suspected of a crime. 

The other privacy invading star cham
ber process was the writ of assistance 
used to help collect taxes. The writ au
thorized tax collectors to enter at their 
own discretion homes or shops to search 
for goods upon which taxes were owed. 
This writ was challenged in the courts 
at almost the same time as the general 
warrant but it was in the American 
colonies. Shortly after the death of King 
George II, in October 1760, Charles Pax
ton, collector of customs in Boston, :filed 
an application with the Superior Court 
of Massachusetts Bay for a writ of as
sistance. He held a writ at the time, but 
since such writs were based on royal 
power, it was valid only during the reign 
of George II and for 6 months afterward. 
Paxton's current writ had been granted a 
few years earlier without public notice or 
public hearing. 

The merchants of Boston were alert, 
however, to his request for a new writ and 
petitioned the court for a hearing. The 
request was granted and the hearing was 
set for the February term. 

On a cold February day in 1761, the 
five judges of the superior court dressed 
in new fresh rich robes of scarlet Eng
lish broadcloth and great judicial wigs 
sat around a roaring fire in the council 
chamber of the old Town House in Bos
ton. At a long table sat all the barristers 
at law of Boston and the neighboring 
county of Middlesex. Each wore his black 
gown and tie wig. On the wall, held by 
splendid golden frames, were radiant 



12282 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 8, 1968 

portraits, more than full length of King 
Charles nand King James n. Presiding 
over the court was Chief Justice Thomas 
Hutchinson, former lieutenant governor 
of Massachusetts Bay and an ardent sup
porter of the crown. Representing the 
merchants was James Otis, a most able 
member of the Boston Bar and a man 
personally committed against writs of 
assistance. 

The full attention of the crowded 
courtroom was on Otis as he rose to ad
dress the court. 

May it please your Honors ... I take this 
opportunity to declare, that whether under 
a fee or not (for in such a cause as this I 
despise a fee) I will to my dying day oppose 
with all the powers and fac111ties God has 
given me, all such instruments of slavery on 
the one hand, and villiany on the other, as 
this writ of assistance is .... The writ ... 
being general is illegal It is a power, that 
places the liberty of every man in the hands 
of every petty officer . . . A man's house is 
his castle; and whilst he is quiet, he is as 
well guarded as a prince in his castle. This 
writ ... would totally annihilate this privi
lege. Customhouse officers may enter our 
homes when they please .... Their menial 
servants may enter, may break locks, bars, 
and everything in their way; and whether 
they break through malice or revenge, no 
man, no court, can inquire. 

To substantiate his argument Otis 
cited these examples: 

Mr. Pew had one of these writs and when 
Mr. Ware succeeded him, he endorsed this 
writ over to Mr. Ware; .. ·. so your honors 
have no opportunity of judging the persons 
to whom this vast power is delegated. Another 
instance is this: Mr. Justice Walley had 
called this same Mr. Ware before him, by a 
constable, to answer for a breach of Sabbath
day acts, or that of profane swearing. As 
soon as he had finished, Mr. Ware asked him 
if he had done. He replied, Yes. Well then, 
said Mr. Ware, I will show you a little of 
my power. I command you to permit me to 
search your home for uncustomed goods. And 
went on to search his home from the garret 
to the cellar; and then served the constable 
in the same manner. 

Otis concluded his argument by say
ing: 

Thus reason and the constitution are both 
against this writ .... Not more than one 
instance can be found of it 1n all our law 
books; and that was in the zenith of arbitrary 
power . . . when star chamber powers were 
pushed to extremity by some ignorant clerk 
of the exchequer. But had this writ been in 
any book whatever, it would have been il
legal .... An act against the constitution is 
void. 

Thus Otis echoed the voice of Sir Ed
ward Coke that the King and Parlia
ment were subordinate to the fundamen
tallaw of the land. 

John Adams, our second President, was 
present in the courtroom that day and 
many years later he wrote: 

American independence was then and 
there born; the seeds of patriots and heroes 
were then and there sown, to defend the 
vigorous youth .... Every man of a crowded 
audience appeared to me to go away, as I 
did, ready to take arms against writs of as
sistance. 

The court was not so moved by Otis' 
argument as John Adams, but it was un
able to reach a decision, so it scheduled 
the cause for reargument during its 
August term. On November 18, 1761, the 
cause was argued all day and evening. 

Then, immediately at the end of the ar
guments, the court ordered the issuance 
of the writ. During the reign of George n, 
only eight writs had been issued by the 
court, but, after its decision in the Boston 
case, customs officers in all major ports 
and most smaller ports of Mass·achusetts 
Bay obtamed writs. 

The story in the other American 
colonies was strikingly different. Rec
ords show that only one New Hampshire 
customs officer and possibly one New 
York customs officer were successful in 
obtaining writs of assistance. Parliament 
also took cognizance of writs of assistance 
but instead of condemning them, it spe
cifically authorized their use in the 
colonies in the Townshend Revenue Acts 
passed in 1767. Despite this, with the 
above exceptions, the colony courts re
fused to grant the writs even though 
many applications for them were filed. 

As a direct result of their experience 
with general warrants and writs of as
sistance, seven of the original States in
cluded provisions in their constitutions 
against unreasonable search and seizure 
and the fourth amendment was added to 
the U.S. Constitution as a part of the Bill 
of Rights. Today, all State constitutions 
contain similar provisions against un
reasonable searches and seizures. 

The fourth amendment provides: 
The right of the people to be secure in 

their persons, houses, papers, and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and sed.zures, 
shall not be violated, and no Warrant shall 
issue, but upon probable cause, supported by 
Oath and affirmation, and particularly de
scribing the place to be searched and the 
persons or things to be seized. 

Due to the nature of our governmental 
system and the role of the judiciary, it 
was 1886 before the U.S. Supreme Court 
decided its first landmark case involving 
the fourth amendment. In its decision in 
Boyd against United States, the Court 
specifically brought Lord Camden's opin
ion in the Wilkes case into our law and 
tied it to the protection of the fourth 
amendment. Sp~::aking of the 1765 opin
ion, the Court said: 

The principles laid down in this opinion 
affect the very essence of constitutional lib
erty and security. They reach farther than 
the concrete form of the case before the 
court, with its adventitious circumstances; 
they apply to all invasions on the part of 
the government and its employees of the 
sanctity of a man's home and the privacies 
of life. It is not the breaking of his doors, 
and the rummaging of his drawers, that con
stitutes the essence of the offense; but it is 
the invasion of his indefeasible right of per
sonal security, personal liberty and private 
property, where that right has never been 
forfeited by his conviction of some public 
offense-it is the invasion of this sacred 
right which underlies and constitutes the 
essence of Lord Camden's judgment. 

Until recent years, our courts did not 
have too much difficulty in preserving 
a substantial area of privacy, though it 
fell somewhat short of the promise of the 
Boyd case. Specific decisions varied be
cause of disagreement as to what con
stitutes probable cause, what degree of 
search is reasonable as an incident of 
arrest, and a multitude of other relevant 
questions, but in view of the nature of 
our society and the means for invading 
privacy, the protection provided was gen
erally adequate. 

The rapid advancement of science and 
technology, as well as other major 
changes in our society in the past 40 
years, has had a tremendous impact on 
privacy. The courts have attempted to 
respond. Traditional attitudes and con
cepts, however, have caused serious prob
lems. 

The first example of this was the Olm
stead case decided by the Supreme Court 
in 1928. Law enforcement wiretapping 
had been challenged as an unreasonable 
search and seizure, contrary to the fourth 
amendment. The Court, by a 5-to-4 deci
sion, held that wiretapping does not 
come within the prohibition of the fourth 
amendment, because there is no physical 
trespass and no tangible thing seized. 
On the basis of this latter point, the 
Court distinguished between a telephone 
conversation and a letter in the mall, 
which is protected by the fourth amend
ment under an 1898 Court decision. 
Justice Louis Brandeis, one of the dis
senters, warned ~he Court as to the dan
gers of its narrow view: 

When the Fourth and Fifth Amendments 
were adopted, "the form that evil had there
tofore taken," had been necessarily simple. 
Force and violence were then the only means 
known to men by which a Government could 
directly effect self-incrimination. . . . But 
"time works changes, brings into existence 
new conditions and purposes." Subtler and 
more far-reaching means of invading privacy 
have become a'V'ailable to the Government. 
Discovery and invention have made it pos
sible for the Government, by means far 
more effective than stretching upon the rack, 
to obtain disclosure in court of what is 
whispered in the closet. 

He also warned the Court as to the 
specific danger of wiretapping: 

As a means of espionage, writs of assistance 
and general warrants are but puny instru
ments of tyranny and oppression when com
pared with Wiretapping. 

Despite these warnings of Brandeis, 
and the passage of 14 years, the Supreme 
Court did not change its position in 
Goldman against United States. In this 
case, Federal agents had used a detecta
phone placed on the common wall in 
an adjoining office to overhear the de
fendant's conversations. Since there was 
no physical trespass nor seizure of tangi
ble things, the Court was unable to dis
tinguish the case from Olmstead, and 
held, by a 5-to-3 vote, there was no viola
tion of the fourth amendment. 

The next dozen years began to bring a 
change in the Court's attitude. In Irvine 
against California, the Los Angeles po
lice had secretly entered a suspected 
bookmaker's home and installed a hidden 
microphone in the hallway. Five days 
later, the police again entered secretly 
and moved the mike to the bedroom of 
the suspect and his wife, where it was 
left for almost a month. The Supreme 
Court finally was moved to say: 

Science has perfected amplifying and re
cording devices to become frightening in
struments of surveillance and invasion of 
privacy, whether by the policeman, the 
blackmailer, or the busybody. That officers 
of the law would break and enter a home, 
secrete such a device, even in a bedroom, 
and listen to the conversation of the occu
pants for over a month would be almost in
credible if it were not admitted. Few po
llee measures have come to our attention 
that more flagrantly, deliberately, and per-
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sistently violated the fundamental princi
ples declared by the Fourth Amendment. 

So the fourth amendment was finally 
recognized as protecting conversation 
against unreasonable seizure. Adhering 
to this position, the Court, in 1961, held 
the use of a spike mike violated the 
fourth amendment. In this case, the 
police from an adjoining apartment had 
driven a spike mike into the common 
wall. The Court refused to reexamine 
the Goldman case relying upon the pene
tration of the spike into the wall to pro
vide the physical trespass required by 
earlier decisions. 

A 1965 decision of the Court gave en
couragement that the Court would meet 
the challenge of modern surveillance 
technology and also showed how elusive 
the right of privacy concept remains to
day. The case involved the Connecticut 
statute banning the use of birth control 
devices. The Court held the statute was 
an unconstitutional invasion of privacy, 
but there was a wide difference of opin
ion as to the reasons why. Three concur
ring opinions, signed by five justices, 
were filed, and the two dissenters each 
filed an opinion. 

Justice Douglas for the Court wrote 
that the statute was unconstitutional be
cause it intruded into a "zone of privacy 
created by several fundamental consti
tutional guarantees.'' Two justices found 
the statute contrary to due process of 
law, without reference to the guarantees 
of the Bill of Rights. Three justices, in 
a concurring opinion, argued "the right 
of privacy in the marital relation is 
fundamental and basic-a personal right 
'retained by the people' within the 
meaning of the ninth amendment." 
Justices Black and Stewart dissented on 
the grounds they could find no general 
right of privacy guaranteed by the Con
stitution and Bill of Rights. The decision 
in the Griswold case gave a big boost to 
the right of privacy, but it is difficult to 
foresee the ultimate consequence of it. 

In the last 18 months, the Supreme 
Court has decided three important cases 
involving electronic eavesdropping. The 
first, Osborn against United States, ap
proved the use of a recording device con
cealed on the person of an undercover 
agent. Two Federal judges had author
ized the specific use of the recorder based 
on an affidavit. The second case, Berger 
against New York, was related to the New 
York statute that authorized law enforce
ment wiretapping and electronic bugging 
on court orders. The Supreme Court 
struck down the statute because it did 
not require the particularity called for 
by the fourth amendment. 

The final case was Katz against United 
States. The Supreme Court overruled 
both Olmstead and Goldman by reject
ing the need for a physical trespass. It 
indica.ted that, under certain very lim
ited conditions, court orders could be 
obtained for electronic snooping. How
ever, the Court made it clear that prior 
approval is required. 

The Katz case was a victory for pri
vacy. It recognized the realities of mod
ern technology. Electronic as well as 
physical intrusions were held subject to 
the protection of the fourth amendment. 

Supreme Court decisions have not 
been limited to defining the area of pri-

vacy protected by the Constitution. The 
Court has also taken steps to insure that 
the American people enjoy this basic 
right. In 1914, the Court held that the 
Federal Government could not use evi-

. dence obtained in violation of the fourth 
amendment. In 1949, the Court held that 
the fourth amendment was applicable to 
State law enforcement officers as well as 
Federal; and then, in 1961, the Court 
held that State governments could not 
use evidence obtained in violation of the 
fourth amendment. As a result, the 
Court removed most of the temptation 
for law enforcemelllt officers to make 
unreasonable searches and seizures. Ex
perience has shown that this is about the 
only effective means the Court has to 
actually protect individual rights. 

This review of the history of the right 
of privacy shows that it has been a mat
ter of continuing importance, and that 
difficulties have· been encountered both 
in defining it and protecting it. 

But what about today and tomorrow? 
Judge Learned Hand, one of our Na

tion's most able jurists, once wisely ob
served: 

Liberty lies in the hearta of men and wom
en; when it dies there, no constitution, no 
law, no court can save it; no constitution, no 
Law, no court can even do much to help it. 

This observa.tion is most relevant in 
assessing the right of privacy today and 
the outlook for tomorrow. 

Our courts in the past have done much 
to safeguard privacy but the tempera
ment of the whole people has also been 
privacy oriented. By tradition, Ameri
cans have been strong individualists. 
Until the last 30 years, we were a n.a.tion 
primarily of farmers, small businessmen, 
unorganized workers, professional men, 
and small government. It was taken for 
granted that the Government would 
leave the individual alone unless he had 
committed an offense, and the Govern
ment a.cted pretty much as it was ex
pected to. There were exceptions such as 
prohibition enforcement and Attorney 
General Palmer's so-called Red raids, 
but these periods of emotionalism and 
overzealous Government actions were 
temporary, and relief was forthcoming 
from the courts or from other calmer 
Government heads. 

The last 30 years, however, have wit
nessed a striking change in our society. 
The depression, World War II, and the 
cold war, including two major periods 
of armed conflict, have brought big Gov
ernment, big business, big labor, and big
ness in just about every other phase of 
our life and society. The population has 
mushroomed, science and technology 
have advanced beyond all dreams, migra
tion has swollen urban centers, and the 
economy has become highly concentrated 
and industri-alized. All of these things 
have placed considerable pressure on the 
national character. They have all tended 
to submerge individualism. They have all 
worked to level tastes, desires, ambitions, 
attitudes, and behavior. 

They have also brought the record
keepers. Personal data on Americans can 
be found in employers' and prospective 
employers' personnel files, credit bu
reaus, insurance company files, public 
opinion surveys, behaviorial scientists' 

files, and in a multitude of Government 
agencies, such as the Census Bureau, So
cial Security Administration, Veterans' 
Administration, Civil Service, Internal 
Revenue, and the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation. It is truly the age of the 
dossier, and it may be only a matter of 
time before there will be a Federal data 
center in which a great deal, if not all, 
of this information will be computerized 
for almost instantaneous retrieval. 

There is no question but there exists 
today the institutional and technological 
means to establish within the United 
States the most severe dictatorship in 
history. This places a tremendous re
sponsibility on the American people and 
our political institutions. Regretfully, to 
date, this responsibility has not been 
discharged too well. 

In all too many instances, the increased 
pressures, restraints, and intrusions of 
progress and growth have been accepted 
without question or complaint. As for 
the future, it promises only greater pres
sure for conformity and regimentation. 

The pressures of progress and growth 
do not present the only dangers to the 
right of privacy. National security, law 
enforcement, and tax collection still loom 
as grave threats to privacy. Each gen
eration seems to believe that the dangers 
of crime, subversion, and espionage are 
greater in its day than ever before. As 
a result, there are always those who seek 
to justify the abandonment or limita
tion of some constitutional rights. The 
right of privacy is a frequent target. This 
has proved particularly true during the 
past 25 years. A quarter of a century of 
hot war and cold war has dulled the 
sensitivities of many Americans to in
dividual rights. Independent research 
studies have indicated that several pro
visions of the Bill of Rights might be in 
serious jeopardy if put to a national 
referendum today. The truth, of course, 
is that many preceding generations have 
faced dangers equal to if not greater 
than those which currently exist. At no 
time in our national life has security been 
shakier than when our Founding Fathers 
were promulgating these rights. Yet they 
chose "the boisterous seas of liberty.'' 

The right of privacy is in serious 
straits today, and the outlook for the 
future is bleak unless there are some 
changes. Recent court decisions and 
Presidential actions give a glimmer of 
encouragement, but Congress must also 
act. Private wiretapping and electronic 
eavesdropping must be prohibited to the 
full extent of Federal authority. Law en
forcement wiretapping and electronic 
snooping must similarly be prohibited 
except where national security is directly 
threatened. 

I know the Senate will give careful at
tention to the various issues that will be 
raised and discussed relative to title III. 
Many of the points I have mentioned 
will probably be discussed in much 
greater detail as debate progresses. I urge 
my colleagues to take the action neces
sary to protect the right of );>rivacy-a 
right basic to our free society. 

Mr. President, before concluding, I 
should like to comment briefly on what 
title m does to the right of privacy. It 
purports to establish a limited court or
der system for law enforcement snoop-



12284 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 8, 1968 

ing, but it contains the following excep
tions: 

First. The President or his designee 
would be allowed to authorize wiretaps 
and bugs for national security the defi
nition of which includes "any clear and 
present danger to the structure or ~xist
ence of the Government." 

Second. Any law enforcement officer, 
State or Federal, could wiretap or bug 
for 48 hours if there were an emergency 
situation and there were grounds for a 
court order but not sufficient time to get 
one. 

Third. The telephone company could 
wiretap for quality control and to pro
tect its "rights or property." 

Fourth. The Federal Communications 
Commission oould monitor to carry out 
its responsibilities. 

Fifth. The terms "interception" and 
"devices" are so defined in the bill that 
technically a law enforcement officer 
using telephone equipment, facilities, 
components, and so forth, for monitoring 
in the ordinary course of his duties would 
not be covered by bills prohibition. 

The concept of a limited court order 
system is further negated by the vast 
number of crimes where wiretapping 
and bugging are authorized. 

Court orders would be allowed for the 
following Federal crimes: Espionage; 
sabotage; murder; kidnaping; robbery; 
extortion; transmission of wagering in
formation; influencing or injuring an 
officer, witness or juror; obstruction of 
criminal investigation; Presidential as
sassination, kidnaping, and assault; ln
terference with commerce by threats of 
violence; and many others. 

States could authorize court order 
snooping for murder, kidnaping, gam
bling, robbery, bribery, extortion, nar
cotics, and all other felonies that en
danger life, limb, or proper ty. 

In addition to court orders, control is 
claimed by requiring the Attorney Gen
eral or his designee or a State attorney 
general or a local district attorney to 
authorize an application to a court for an 
order. This control is negated, however, 
in the emergency 48-hour provision 
where any law enforcement officer can 
use his own discretion. 

Another control is claimed through 
the bills requirement that notice be 
given to victims of taps and bugs after 
90 days. This is negated, however, by 
authorizing the court to postpone the 
notice-possibly indefinitely. 

All information acquired in conform
ity with the bill despite its many weak
nesses could be used in evidence includ
ing that obtained under the Presidential 
authorization. The only requirement as 
to the latter is that the tap or bug be 
reasonable. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
give this title its closest attention. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. I believe the Sena

tor has introduced a bill (S. 928) to pro
tect the right of privacy by prohibiting 
wire interception and eavesdropping, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. That is cor
rect. 
. Mr. McCLELLAN. Under the bill the 

Senator has introduced, would the Presi
dent be permitted to order a wiretapping 
or electronic surveillance to overhear the 
conversation or to get information from 
one who might be plotting the overthrow 
of this Government? 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. That is true. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. What could the 

President do with the information after 
he had gotten it? Suppose he got defin
itive, positive information that half a 
dozen men, the heads of the Communist 
Party or some other revolutionary move
ment, were definitely plotting and ac
tually making plans to carry out an overt 
act to overthrow the Government. 
What could the President do with that 
information after he had gotten it? 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. He could not 
use it in evidence. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is correct. The 
Senator would deny him the r ight to go 
to court with that evidence and convict 
the criminal conspirators. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. That is not un
usual. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is becoming not 
unusual, that ~s true. However, the Sen
ator would not permit the President to 
use that evidence in court to prosecute 
the conspiring criminals. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. If the Senator 
would let me finish my answer, I should 
like to state that it is something that is 
not unusual to the eXJtent that it is the 
position every Attorney General has 
taken in this country for generations. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is also unusual 
for every Attorney General until this one 
to take the posi-tion that wiretapping is 
necessary in the enforcement of criminal 
law? 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Many of them 
have been against it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have not heard of 
any. According to the evidence I have, 
they have all indicated that they favor 
the use of wiretapping. Some have testi
fied for it. 

Every Attorney General since William 
Mitchell, in 1931, has advocated the wire
tap for use by law enforcement officials. 
Does the Senator agree? 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. I agree. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. That is true since 

1931. 
Mr. LONG of Missouri. We have a 

number of amendments which will be of
fered at the proper time. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. We are talking 
about the general proposition the Sen
ator has presented in his bill: That he 
would permit the President to go out 
and undertake to detect conspirators who 
are planning to overthrow the Govern
ment, but would not let him take that 
evidence to court to convict those con
spirators. The Senator's bill would not 
permit the President to use that evi
dence, but our bill would. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. The bill I have 
introduced would give the President au
thority in national security matters to 
make that investigation. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. My bill would go 
further. But the Senator's bill would 
not let the President use that evidence 
to prosecute the criminals in court. 
They would go free. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. There has been 
no difficulty in prosecuting them before . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. There has been
very much so. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Many criminals 
have been successfully prosecuted. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Convictions are ob
tained now and then, even in the en
forcement of our criminal laws. But how 
many criminals are going free? Far more 
who commit serious crimes in this coun
try are going free than are being brought 
to justice. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. The Senator 
is willing to take away all of the rights 
of our citizens to privacy. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am never willing to 
do that. My nill prohibits any invasion of 
privacy except in certain serious cases 
where the court orders it. If we cannot 
trust the courts and our officials to en
force and obey the laws, then there is 
no redemption for America. She is on the 
road to destruction. We have to have 
courts, and we have to be able to rely on 
courts. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. There are loop
holes in the Senator's bill that one could 
drive a threshing machine through. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am sure that the 
Senator recognizes that he is very much 
exaggerating in that statement. Title III 
of S. 917 meets all of the constitutional 
requirements set out in the Berger and 
Katz cases, and actually contains more 
safeguards for individual privacy than 
those cases would require. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. We have 
amendments that will be debated at the 
proper time. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. When the Senator 
gets ready, we will debate the amend
ments. However, I am trying to find out 
what the Senator proposes by his bill. 
Nobody but the President, and only then 
in cases of conspiracy against the Gov
ernment, would have the privilege of 
using this technique to obtain evidence, 
and then the Senator would deny him 
the right to have those criminals prose
cuted and convicted on that evidence and 
penalized for their crimes. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. This bill is what 
the President and administration have 
asked for. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not always 
agree with the President. I do not think 
that he asks for enough sometimes. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. I do not always 
agree with him either, but I do in this 
particular case. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

REPORT OF THE JUDICIAL CONFER
ENCE OF THE UNITED STATES RE
GARDING PROPOSED WIRETAP 
LEGISLATION 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, last fall 

I noted numerous press accounts describ
ing a meeting of the Judicial Conference 
of the United States at which the Con
ference considered wiretapping and 
eavesdropping legislation pending before 
this Congress. 

The Conference considered S. 675 
which was then pending before the Sen
ate Judiciary Committee, but unfortu
nately did not consider S. 2050 as 
introduced by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HRU$KA] and cosponsored by my
self. As we 'now know, S. 2050 was re
drafted and introduced in the Senate 
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after taking specific cognizance of the 
judicial standards set out in the recent 
Supreme Court cases on this subject. 

Since I considered the findings of the 
Conference with respect to wiretapping 
legislation particularly timely to the Sen
ate debate on this issue, I requested the 
report of the proceedings of the Confer
ence at its September 22, 1967, meeting. 

I have since been advised by the office 
of the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States that the re
port is in the prooess of being printed. I 
have requested that report as soon as it 
is available. I do hope that it is available 
to us before the Senate debate on this 
issue comes to a close. 

In lieu of that report, however, I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter from 
Chief Justice Earl Warren to me be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. I be
lieve that the activity of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States in this 
regard should be of interest to all Sena
tors. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUPREME COURT 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C., October 2, 1967. 
Hon. CLIFFORD P. HANSEN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HANSEN: Replying to your 
request of September 29, 1967, the Judicial 
Conference of the United States at its meet
ing on September 22, 1967 considered several 
bills pending in the Congress to prohibit 
wiretapping or eavesdropping, or both, in
cluding S. 675, H.R. 7093, H.R. 5386, H.R. 
6710, H.R. 10037 and H.R. 10090. 

The Conference agreed that the provisions 
of S. 675 were generally acceptable, provided 
that the ex parte order provisions of the bill 
are revised to comply with the standards set 
forth in Berger v. New York, 388 U.S. 41 
(1967). 

The report of the proceedings of the Con
ference at its last meeting has not been 
printed, but a copy will be sent to you by the 
Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts as soon as the report is published. 

Sincerely yours, 
EARL WARREN. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the partial text of a letter to 
the Washington Post from G. Robert 
Blakey, professor of law, Notre Dame 
Law School. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE AND THE COURTS 
I was disappointed to see The Washington 

Post editorially conclude on Dec. 23, in ref
erence to the Supreme Court's Katz decision 
that the "burden will outweigh the benefits" 
should court order electronic surveillance 
legislation be adopted under the Court's new 
guidelines, for the contrary is precisely what 
the two most comprehensive balanced studies 
to date of the problem have found. I refer, 
of course, to the Report of the English Privy 
Counc1llors in 1957 and the recent Report of 
the President's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and the Administration of Justice. 

In June of 1957, three Privy Councillors 
were appointed to inquire into the intercep
tion of communications in Great Britain. 
The practice of the English police over a 
20-year period was examined. The Council
lors first found that the metropolitan pollee 
used wiretapping chiefly "to break up orga-

nized and dangerous gangs." The Board of 
Customs and Excise employed wiretapping 
primarily in the area of diamond smug
gling; their experience was that the traffic 
was organized by a "very small, closed group" 
in which it was "hard to get reports from 
informers or by normal means of detection." 
Finally, the Councillors noted that in espi
onage the weakest link was communication 
and that· the counter-intelligence commu
nity needed the power to break that link 
through the interception of communications. 
The Councillors then analyzed the effects of 
the practice on the individual citizen's pri
vacy. They found no "conflict between the 
rights of the individual citizen and the ex
ercise of the power" to wiretap. They found 
instead that the power under suitable limi
tations was an aid "to the maintenance of 
the true freedom of the individual." They 
observed that the power helped make the 
freedom of the individual "an effective, as 
distinct from a nominal, liberty." "To aban
don the power," they observed, would be a 
concession to those who are desirous of 
breaking the law ... without any advan
tage to the community whatever." 

The issue of benefit to law enforcement 
was taken up at length by the President's 
Crime Commission. I need not set out here 
their findings on the nature and scope of 
organized crime, crime which they termed 
perhaps the "most sinister" in America, and 
crime which they noted was "dedicated to 
subverting not only American institutions, 
but the very decency and integrity that are 
most cherished attributes, of a free society." 
Some further comment is, however, required 
on the record of our ability to deal with or
ganized crime without the use of electronic 
surveillance techniques. 

Since 1961, the Federal ·Government has 
been engaged in the strongest effort yet 
launched against organized crime. The De
partment of Justice and the Department of 
the Treasury combined are devoting up
ward of $20 million a year to the drive. The 
services of the Nation's top investigators 
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
the Intelligence Division of the Internal 
Revenue Service, the Bureau of Narcotics 
and other Federal agencies are being em
ployed. The Department's top prosecutors 
are engaged in the effort. But what have 
been the results? Measured by the record 
of the past, the success of the drive has 
been impressive. Yet, measured by the job 
that needs to be done, the failure has been 
dismal. Prosecutions are up substantially 
since 1961, yet the top men in organized 
crime still remain largely above the law. 
Since 1961, for example, approximately 2000 
members of La Cosa Nostra have been iden
tified, while estimates place their probable 
strength at around f'iOOO. Yet only 300 or so 
have been indicted and only 150 or so have 
been convicted. Only 3 to 8 per cent of the 
hard core members of organized crime, in 
short, have been touched by the best the 
Nation has to offer using conventional tech
niques of investigation. On this record, I 
suggest, it is not inappropriate that we run 
the risk of possible abuse that might be 
involved in a system of court order elec
tronic surveillance. The alternative is a con
fession of impotence to enforce the law 
against those who would flaunt it by ex
ploiting the weak of our society, largely 
among the urban poor, not out of despera
tion born of poverty or discrimination or a 
sickness of mind, but of a cold calculation of 
balance of advantage. 

The editorial also suggests that it would 
be extremely difficult to square electronic 
survelllance with the Supreme Court's inter
pretation of the Fourth Amendment. To be 
sure, the Court struck down in Berger v. 
New York the permissive New York statute 
but not--note well-because it was uncon
stitutionally administered, but because it 
was susceptible to an unconstitutional inter-

pretation. The significance of Berger thus lay 
not in the result, but in the way in which 
the majority reached that result. No line of 
reasoning which would strike down all elec
tronic surveillance as unreasonable was fol
lowed on any point. Indeed, where it was ad
vanced, it was either rejected or not even 
mentioned by the Court. If any doubt re
mained after Berger, Katz has surely dis
pelled it. What I am saying, in short, is that 
the Supreme Court has not outlawed elec
tronic surveillance, but instead given us a 
constitutional blueprint which will permit us 
to draw up a fair, effective and comprehen
sive system of court order wiretapping and 
bugging. All that remains now is the ques
tion of legislative will. It is time we get 
on with the job. 

G. ROBERT BLAKEY, 
Professor of Law, Notre Dame Law 

School. 
NOTRE DAME, IND. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate take 
note of an abbreviated news clipping 
from the New York Times of April 21, 
1968, which reports that the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency re
cently issued a policy statement support
ing the regulated use of electronic eaves
dropping by the police. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The National Council on Crime and De
linquency issued a policy statement yester
day supporting the regulated use of elec
tronic eavesdropping by the police. 

The statement by the council, a large non
profit research and education group that 
until recently has concentrated on improv
ing the courts and correctional agencies, is 
expected to help those trying to put through 
legislation authorizing electronic eaves
dropping. 

President Johnson, more than a year ago, 
recommended that Congress restrict rather 
than broaden the use of electronic surveil
lance devices. 

Carl M. Loeb, president of the council, said 
in releasing the policy statement that elec
tronic surveillance should be used only for 
the "prosecution of certain kinds of crim
inals, particularly the leaders of crime 
syndicates." 

"The inroads of organized crime into our 
society threaten our way of life," he said. 
"The illegal billions amassed annually by 
these marauders are used to nullify govern
ment and infiltrate our private industry." 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous · consent that 
when the Senate concludes its business 
today, it stand in recess until 11 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR MORTON TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that on 
the completion of the prayer and the 
disposition of the Journal tomorrow 
morning, the distinguished junior Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. MORTON] be 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ISSUANCE OF MEDALS TO MRS. 
WALT DISNEY AND CALIFORNIA 
INSTITUTE OF THE ARTS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask the Chair to lay before the 
Senate a message from the House on 
House Joint Resolution 1234. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 1234) to provide for the issu
ance of a gold medal to the widow of the 
late Walt Disney and for the issuance of 
bronze medals to the California In
stitute of the Arts in recognition of the 
distinguished public service and the out
standing contributions of Walt Disney to 
the United States and to the world, 
which was read twice by its title. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am 
indeed gratified that the Senate today is 
approving the joint resolution authoriz
ing the striking of a gold medal to be 
presented to Mrs. Walt Disney by the 
President of the Uruted States as a small 
token of the appreciation of the Amer
ican people and of the American Con
gress for all that Walt Disney did to 
make the world a little happier and a 
better place for all to live. 

The resolution <H.J. Res. 1234) re
ceived great support from Representa
tives DEL CLAWSON, DOLE, and BoB WIL
SON. 

The joint resolution is identical to Sen
ate Joint Resolution 93, which I intro
duced on June 20, 1967, and which was 
cosponsored by 52 Senators, with the ex
ception that under the House joint reso
lution the California Institute of the Arts 
will be required to pay the cost of the 
gold medal. 

I am glad that the California Institute 
of the Arts has agreed to do that in view 
of the present conditions of gold in our 
country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the joint resolution 
and the remarks I made when I intro
duced Senate Joint Resolution 93, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ISSUANCE OF GoLD MEDAL TO THE Wmow OF 

THE LATE WALT DISNEY 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, it is with a 

great deal of pride that I introduce a joint 
resolution authorizing the issuance of a post
humous gold medal to the late Walt Disney 
in recognition of his contribution to the 
culture of the United States and to the 
world. 

his fellow men the remembrance of the days 
of their childhood, was Mr. Disney's great 
gift. He used it well. All over the world, in 
nations of every political belief, the cartoon 
creations of Walt Disney are received with 
identical delight. If music is a universal lan
guage, Mickey Mouse is a universal reminder 
of the power of imagination to produce a 
character symbolizing the wonder of child
hood. 

The life of Walt Disney has been told and 
retold until it has reached the comfortable 
plateau of the fammar: how Walt was born 
in Chicago and lived there and in Missouri 
steeped in the homespun virtues of a mid
westerner; how Walt emigrated to California, 
a State that remains a golden paradise beck
oning to newcomers of imagination and 
courage; how Walt struggled to convince 
others that his cartoon mouse named Mickey 
could be an entertaining addition to the mo
tion picture world; how Walt prospered yet 
remained true to his belief that the world 
of entertainment should be a place where 
goodness triumphed and evil invariably fell 
in the dust. 

What remains obscure to most Americans 
was the Walt Disney who was a patriot, and 
the Walt Disney who was determined to leave 
a legacy of patriotic devotion to the America 
in which he believed. 

Mr. President, I knew Mr. Disney and con
sidered him my friend. I was not surprised 
to learn that 95 percent of the production of 
Walt Disney Studios during World War II 
was devoted to training films for the Armed 
Forces and for the war effort. These films, 
many of which used the famous Disney char
acters, are remembered by every veteran as 
vehicles in which peacetime Americans were 
taught the arts of war. They were immensely 
successful in accomplishing their purposes. 
Thousands upon thousands of Americans 
were taught by Mickey Mouse, Donald Duck, 
Pluto, and other beloved Disney characters 
in the operation of airplanes and warships. 

Walt Disney quietly served his country in 
another capacity, Mr. President. As all his 
friends knew, Walt had a special affection 
for our neighbors south of the border. It was 
given public notice in several Walt Disney 
productions in which our friends in Mexico 
and South America were treated affection
ately and with love. But it also took the form 
of special consultations with the Coordinator 
of Inter-American Affairs in the State De
partment, the predecessor office of the present 
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-Ameri
can Affairs. Walt's advice and counsel were 
proved invaluable on many an occasion dur
ing the days preceding, during, and immedi
ately after World War II, and did much to 
create good will between the continents. 

Somewhat better known, Mr. President, 
were Mr. Disney's contributions to the U.S. 
exhibits at the New York and the Brussels 
World's Fairs. His advice on creating exhibits 
capable of informing and entertaining simul
taneously, knowledge that he demonstrated 
so ably in the delightful masterpiece that is 
Disneyland Park, were instrumental in giving 
the American exhibits at these exhibitions a 
grace and a beauty widely commented upon. 

Perhaps the least known facet of Mr. 
Disney's life, Mr. President, was his consum
ing devotion in his last years to the Cali
fornia Institute of the Arts. I know that Walt 
looked upon this school, a college-level insti
tution for the creative and performing arts, 
as his final contribution to a world that had 
given him riches, awards, and personal satis
faction. 

I am reasonably sure, Mr. President, that 
Walt Disney felt that his original cartoon 
creations-Mickey, Donald, and all the rest
would llve to bring enjoyment to succeeding 
generations. And his all-consuming interest, 
in the final act of his life, was the California 
Institute of the Arts. It is fitting that replicas 
of a gold medal awarded to Mr. Disney will 
benefit this school, an institution that will 
memorialize Walt Disney in a way that he 
would have preferred-by the instruction of 
young people. I urge the adoption of this 
joint resolution, Mr. President, and ask unan
imous consent that the text of this joint 
resolution be printed in full at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The PREsmiNG OFFICER. The joint resolution 
will be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the joint resolution 
will be printed in the REcORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 93) to pro
vide for the issuance of a gold medal to the 
widow of the late Walt Disney and for the 
issuance of bronze medals to the California 
Institute of the Arts in recognition of the 
distinguished publlc service and the out
standing contributions of Walt Disney to 
the United States and to the world, intro
duced by Mr. MuRPHY, was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Committee 
on Banking and CUrrency, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

"S.J. RES. 93 

"Whereas Walt Disney's llfe personified the 
American dream and his rags-to-riches story 
demonstrated that the United States of 
America remains the land of opportunity; 
and 

"Whereas Walt Disney, 'the most signifi
cant figure in graphic arts since Leonardo,' 
pioneered motion picture cartoons, produced 
spectacular feature films, and created fasci
nating nature studies bringing joy and pleas
ure to children of all ages; and 

"Whereas Walt Disney developed one of the 
wonders of the modern world, Disneyland, a 
fabulous park where happiness reigns and 
where one can rellve the nation's past as 
well as step into the future; and 

"Whereas Walt Disney was a great humani
tarian, a 'teacher of human compassion and 
kindness,' a master entrepreneur, a great 
conservationist; and 

"Whereas Walt Disney's masterful touch 
contributed so significantly to the success of 
exhibits of the United States, including 
those at the New York and Brussels Worlds 
Fairs; and 

"Whereas Walt Disney, always an outstand
ing patriot, during World War II devoted 
ninety-five per cent of the production of 
his studio to the armed services; and 

"Whereas Walt Disney's vision and work 
with the Coordinator of Inter-American 
Affairs did so much to create international 
friendship and mutual understanding with 
our neighbors in Latin America; and 

"Whereas Walt Disney received an unprece
dented number of Academy Awards, citations 
and honors from governments the world 
over, industry civic groups, and universities, 
which when llsted total nearly a thousand; 
and 

"Whereas Walt Disney's greatest gifts to 
mankind were laughter, his steadfast faith 
in future generations and his belief that good 
will ultimately triumph over evil; and 

Walt Disney was a unique man. To the 
end of his days, Mr. Disney remained an 
idealist in a world of cynics. In an age 
where men live each day with the awesome 
knowledge that they have the nuclear power 
to turn this planet into radioactive dust, 
Disney celebrated in his every creative act 
the innocence, joy, and optimism of child
hood. 

My joint resolution, Mr. President, would 
authorize the striking of a gold medal for 
distinguished public service for presentation 
to Walt Disney's widow. The resolution also 

"Whereas Walt Disney's interest in young 
America is evidenced by his founding of the 
California Institute of the Arts, a college
level school of the creative and performing 
arts, which he regarded as his most impor
tant contribution to posterity: Now, there
fore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That, in recognition 
of the distinguished public service and out
standing contributions to the United States 
and to the world, the President of the United 
States is authorized to present in the name This genius, this capacity for stirring in 

would authorize the striking of not more 
tha~ 100,000 bronze medals, in successive is
sues of not less than 2,000, which would be 
ordered and paid for by the California Insti
tute of the Arts as a means of raising funds. 
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of the people of the United States and in the 
name of the Congress to the widow of the late 
Walt Disney a gold medal with suitable 
emblems, devices and inscriptions to be de
termined by Walt Disney Productions with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury. 
The Secretary shall cause such a medal to be 
struck and furnished to the President. There 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated the 
sum of $2,500 to carry out the purposes of 
this section. 

"SEC. 2. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall strike and furnish to the California 
Institute of the Arts not more than one 
hundred thousand duplicate copies of such 
medal in bronze. The medals shall be con
sidered as national medals within the mean
ing of section 3551 of the Revised Statutes 
(31 u.s.c. 368). 

"(b) The medals provided for in t!1.is sec
tion shall be made and delivered at such 
times a-s may be required by the California 
Institute of the Arts in quantities of not 
less than two thousand. The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall cause such medals to be struck 
and furnished at not less than the estimated 
cost of manufacture, including labor, ma
terials, dies, use of machinery, and overhead 
expenses, and security satisfactory to the Di
rector of the Mint shall be furnished to in
demnify the United States for full payment 
of such coots." 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement on 
the joint resolution, prepared by Senator 
KucHEL, be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KUCHEL 
When the United States Senate today ap

proves the joint resolution, a proposal which 
I am proud to cosponsor, we will add yet an
other honor to the memory of Walt Disney. 
But we will do so in a way which he would 
have preferred-by helping young people 
interested in the creative and performing 
arts. 

This resolution will authorize not only a 
gold medal to be presented to Walt Disney's 
Widow, but also will authorize the striking 
of bronze medals in order to raise funds 
for the California Institute of the Arts. This 
Institute, which Walt Disney was instrumen
tal in establishing in 1961, is a place where 
all the performing and creative arts are 
are taught under one roof. Walt described the 
Institute as a "community of the arts". He 
looked upon this school as his final contri
bution to a world that had given him riches, 
awards, and personal satisfaction. 

His creations and characters have been 
able to leap the boundaries and barriers 
of nations, languages, and ideologies. The 
world always will respond warmly to the 
magic that is Disney's. For this "magic", 
Walt Disney has received more than 950 hon
ors and citations from all over the world in
cluding 31 Academy Awards, five Emmys, 
honorary degrees from many universities, and 
the Presidential Medal of Freedom. 

Today, we honor Walt Disney again but 
in a manner which will help him fulfill the 
dream he expressed in these words: "If I 
can help provide a place to develop the talent 
of the future, I think I will have accom
plished something." S.J. Res. 93 Will give life 
to that dream and to the memory of Walt 
Disney. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the third reading of the joint 
resolution. 

The joint resolution was read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall it pass? 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 1234) 
was passed. 

ORDER FOR RECOGN~ON OF 
SENATOR HOLLAND TODAY 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, not
withstanding the previous order under 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. FoNG1 will be recognized 
for a period of not to exceed 2 hours, the 
distinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND J may be recognized at this time 
for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REDS MAKING HAY OUT OF 
KING RIOTS 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the evi
dence continues to accumulate that the 
country is greatly ashamed of what has 
happened in Washington following the 
assassination of Dr. King, particularly 
the events growing out of the type of 
law enforcement that was adopted by 
the omcials here. · 

Mr. President, I have several items 
from newspapers that were sent to me 
by Florida citizens which I should like to 
have printed in the RECORD. 

The first is an article by the senior 
representative in the Capital of the 
Knight newspapers. The article, entitled 
"Reds Making Hay Out of King Riots" 
and written by Edwin A. Lahey, was pub
lished in the Miami Herald, of April 
28, 1968. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REDS MAKING HAY OUT OF KING RIOTS 
(By Edwin A. Lahey) 

WASHINGTON.-The man who murdered Dr. 
Martin Luther King gave international com
munism its greatest propaganda field day. 

The broadcasting stations in Peking, Mos
cow, and Hanoi for a month now have been 
getting mileage out of the civil disorders 
that followed the King assassination. 

They have made a real thing out of the dis
orders in Washington. It was in this capital 
that Safety Director Patrick V. Murphy made 
the compassionate decision to surrender con
trol of the streets to angry Negroes. About $20 
mlllion worth of arson followed. Our local 
officials hltve been trying ever since to make 
it seem like a "trick or treat" night. 

Communist commentators are still turning 
out new angles on these riots. 

Pravda in Moscow the other day pub
lished a letter from four Soviet citizens 
"of Afro-American origin," named Eslanda 
Hood, Robert Ross, Tito Romalio, and James 
Patterson. The expatriates denounced the 
"cruel suppression of protests by American 
Negroes." 

In Peking the popular catch phrase is the 
"Afro-American struggle." The Peoples Daily 
in the Red Chinese capital carried more than 
a page of articles of the Negro disorders in 
the United States, including a new thought 
by Chairman Mao Tse-tung: 

"Only by overthrowing the reactionary 
rule of the U.S. monopoly capitallst class and 
destroying the qolonialist and imperialist sys
tem can the black people of the Un1 ted States 
win complete emancipation." 

In Hanoi, a dally newspaper named Nhan 
Dan actually described the Negro riots here 

as a. "second front" in the war against the 
u.s. 

"The black Americans' struggle on the sec
ond front accentuates the crisis into which 
U.S. imperialism is sliding deeper and 
deeper," this newspaper said. 

The Hanoi newspaper also reminded read
ers that Premier Pham Van Dong of North 
Vietnam told Stokely Carmichael on a visit 
last August: 

"The Vietnamese regard the black people 
of the U.S. as their brothers and close com
rades in arms in the struggle against the 
common enemy, U.S. imperiallsm." 

Some of the Communist radio commenta
tors managed to make the Negro riots in the 
U.S. sound like the French Revolution. 

"Fight on, heroic Afro-American brothers," 
said the Peoples Daily in Peking. "Victory 
will certainly be yours." 

The paper also gloated about the rampag
ing Negroes in the U.S. as follows: "Defying 
brute force, they have attacked the reac
tionary troops and police and set fire to shops 
run by white racists." 

And during the height of the riots in Wash
ington, the domestic service of Peking Radio 
informed Chinese listeners that sentries had 
been increased at the White House, "to pro
tect the old home of white racial oppressors." 

Doesn't it really warm you, the way people 
all over the world love us so? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I shall 
read only the first three paragraphs: 

The man who murdered Dr. Martin Luther 
King gave international communism its 
greatest propaganda field day. 

The broadcasting stations in Peking, Mos
cow, and Hanoi for a month now have been 
getting mileage out of the civil disorders 
that followed the King assassination. 

They have made a real thing out of the 
disorders in Washington. It was in this capi
tal that Safety Director Patrick V. Murphy 
made the compassionate decision to sur
render control of the streets to angry Negroes. 
About $20 m1111on worth of arson followed. 
Our local officials have been trying ever 
since to make it seem like a. "trick or treat" 
night. 

The rest of the article speaks for itself 
and shows the humiliation our whole 
country suffers because of what hap
pened in Washington. 

The second item is a signed editorial, 
by Mr. William A. Mullen and published 
in the Pompano Sun-Sentinel of Wednes
day, May 1, entitled, "Demands for Poor 
Ignore Obligation to Due Process." I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objeotion, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

VIEWED EDITORIALLY: DEMANDS FOR Pooa 
IGNORE OBLIGATION TO DUE PROCESS 

The United St8ites of America is a Republic 
and by our Constitution, Article IV, Section 
4, shall be guaranteed to continue as a re
publican form of government. 

Under our due process, amendments to the 
Constitution are by a two-thirds vote of 
both houses of the Congress or of the legis1a.
tures with the approval of three-fourths of 
the states. 

But under way now is a new attempt to 
change our government from a republlc to a 
democracy or a government of coercion. In
stead of the due process of a.men.dmerut, re
form is sought through self-appointed dele
gates whose qualifications a.re based on the 
acclaim they are "poor." 

These, we believe, are the funcia.mentals 
involved in the so-called "Poor People's 
March on Washington," which began Mon.d.ay 
With the supposed noble cause of fulfilling 
the "dream of Dr. Martin Luther King." 
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They are the elements that are putting our 

tortured govel.'"lllnent to the test in the con
text of "Do as I says, or else .. . " 

And in this context, the affairs of govern
ment will not be directed by the law of the 
Congress, the powers of the executive or the 
interpretations of the judiciary. They shall 
be determined by the "demands" of persons 
who are not duly elected representatives of 
the people, a.c:; decl"eed by our republican 
form of government guaranteed to the sev
eral states by the United States Constitution. 

To view the latest confrontation of the in
vested authority of our government from any 
other a.c:;pect would be mortal folly, no mat
ter how just the cause may a ppear, no mat
ter how idealistic the "dream," no m·atter 
how non-violent the coercion. 

No group ha.c:; any right to invade our na
tional capital, to threaten laying it under 
siege, or to place a shotgun of violence to the 
heads of our elected repa-esentatives. 

But that is the manifesto of Dr. King's 
successor a.c:; leader of the "march" and head 
of the Southern Christian Leadership Con
ference (SCLC), Dr. Ralph Abernathy. He 
issued the ultimatum thusly: 

"We have made up our minds that there 
Will be no new business in this country until 
it takes care of the old business . . ." 

There is no statutory nor constitutional 
authority for any individual, or any group, 
regardless of its numbers and physical 
prowess, to hamstring our governmental 
processes, as Dr. Abernathy proposes. 

The means for change are provided through 
elections, through our representatives in the 
Congress and through our President. No other 
methods are lawful. 

Dr. Abernathy quite obviously ignores this 
with his edict and his assertion that "we are 
not going to beg for our rights any longer, 
but Will demand them." 

These "rights" include free food programs, 
more anti-poverty funds, a ban on immigra
tion until "every poor American who wishes 
it has gained a decent acceptable living 
standard and is gainfully employed," and a 
more direot voice of the "poor" in govern
ment affairs. 

What a "decent acceptable living stand
ard" may be, humans being what they are, is 
anybody's guess. 

If these are granted a.c:; "rights" today, what 
then of tomorrow's rights? They may be free 
housing, free transportation, incarceration of 
those who impede the economic satisfaction 
of the "poor," or whatever may strike future 
fancy. 

Our Government representatives have an 
obligation to their electorate to deal with 
these demands and the "poor people's march" 
within the framework of our Constitution. 

They have a sworn oath to uphold that 
Constitution which guarantees a republican 
form of government, not a mobocracy. 

This should be restated to some officials 
in the Department of Agriculture who joined 
at the end of their meeting Monday with the 
"crusaders" in singing We Shall Overcome. 

The theme of liberty today, we submit, is 
"We shall persevere, or we shall perish." 

Wn.LIAM A. MULLEN. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall simply read one 
part of it to the Members of the Senate, 
for emphasis, so that we will never forget 
that this particular part of the editorial 
calls a-ttention to what our duties are 
under the conditions. 

Our Government representatives have an 
obligation to their electorate to deal with 
these demands and the "poor people's m'arch" 
within the framework of our Constitution. 

They have a sworn oath to uphold that 
Constitution which guarantees a republican 
form of government, not a mobocracy. 

The entire editorial speaks for itself. 
The Pompano Sun-Sentinel of recent 

date published a number of letters from 

contributors on this subject. I ask unani
mous consent that two letters, one en
titled "Says Capital Disgraced," written 
by Mr. William Marshall, and one en
titled "Negro Offers Views," signed by 
Willie Hayes, of Deerfield Beach, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SAYS CAPITAL DISGRACED 

EDrrOR: THE SuN -SENTINEL: 
May I contribute? 
What a disgrace to this World War I vet

eran who enlisted and served in France 
many months to see and read what has hap
pened in our national capital, especially, 
and other large cities. Black hoodlum looters 
burning and looting within a few blocks of 
the White House and carrying away their 
loot with police required to stand by and 
let them continue. Thank God the press and 
TV reported it well with photos. Here is a 
nation With officials apparently paralyzed 
With fear permitting a born hoodlum ele
ment that doesn't represent one per cent 
of the entire good Negro population to thus 
degrade our country and recommend taking 
to the streets with guns to burn, kill and 
loot. Two or three preaching anarchy on the 
public forums. Where are the guts of our 
elected officials? 

What a spectacle this must present to 
other countries, especially Russia. 

WM. MARSHALL. 
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 

EDITOR: THE SUN-SENTINEL: 
I am of the Black race and have seven 

children and happily married. I agree with 
you when you state, "We deplore the death 
of Dr. King, but we cannot join in mourning 
him." He had no right in Memphis to try to 
stir our folks up. Such telecasters from 
sta.tions in Miami to say "A man of peace 
meets violent death" and for Mr. Hubert 
Humphrey to say "An apostle of non-violence 
has suffered a violent death" are statements 
of hypocrites. 

Many of our folks are afraid to speak out 
against Adam Clayton Powell, Rap Brown, 
Stokely Carmichael and other rabble rousers 
who bring discredit to our race. We love our 
country, and the hoodlums who rape, rob 
and steal should be treated rough. Many 
politicians who want our votes to stay in 
office or get into office talk out of both sides 
of their mouths and are not sincere. It was 
a mistake to give Dr. King the Nobel peace 
prize. Anyone who listened to him trying 
to stir up our folks knows this to be true 
and his preaching "nonviolence" was a sham. 
Our President must stop being a politician 
and must tackle this firmly. 

WILLIE HAYS. 
DEERFIELD BEACH. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the letter by Mr. Marshall de
serves a little special consideration, so 
I shall quote from it: 

What a disgrace to this World War I vet
eran who enlisted and served in France many 
months to see and read what has happened 
in our national capital, especially, and other 
large cities. Black hoodlum looters burning 
and looting within a few blocks of the White 
House and carrying away their loot With 
police required to stand by and let them 
continue. Thank God the press and TV re
ported it well with photos. Here is a nation 
with officials apparently paralyzed with fear 
permitting a born hoodlum element that 
doesn't represent one per cent of the entire 
good Negro population to thus degrade our 
country and recommend t aking to the streets 
with guns to burn, kill and loot. Two or three 
preaching anarchy on the public forums. 
Where are the guts of our elected officials? 

I also have an editorial from the Or
lando Evening Star of Saturday, May 4. 
It is entitled "Can Poor March Get Re
sults?" I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CAN POOR MARCH GET RESULTS? 

Can the Poor People's Campaign which is 
now on its big march to Wa.c:;hington force 
the Congress to meet demands for more jobs, 
a guaranteed minimum annual income better 
housing and better education? ' 

The Rev. Ralph David Abernathy believes 
his invasion of the nation's capital With 
thousands of marchers Will ere ate a crisis 
which will force the government to give in 
to the demands. 

And he points to previous successes of ac
tivities by the Southern Christian Leadership 
Conference as evidence that this capital caper 
Will pay off in benefits for the poor. And he 
makes it clear too, that his group will not let 
a few laws interfere With its plans to create 
a crisis in the capital. 

SCLC's successor to Dr. Martin Luther King 
showed his contempt for laws by declaring 
quite clearly "We are prepared to break those 
laws which we consider to be unjust," and 
added "We will gladly and willingly go to jail 
and suffer the consequences." 

To the observers who say that disruptions 
in the capital will harden the opposition to 
big government spending bills for the poor, 
Mr. Abernathy replies that the trouble in 
Birmingham in 1963 helped Win the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act and that the trouble in Selma in 
1965 helped win the Voting Rights Act. 

He says that demonstrations and disturb
ances create the "climate" for favorable legis
lation, and he is relying on this t actic to get 
what he wants in Washington this month. 

But, one thing the SCLC forgets. Demon
strations and marches or even riots and burn
ings won't create the hundreds of millions of 
dollars it would t ake to do all the things Mr. 
Abernathy wants the government to do. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I read the conclud
ing paragraph: 

But, one thing the SCLC forgets. Demon
strations and ma.rches or even riots and 
burnings won't create the hundreds of mil
lions of dollars it would take to do all the 
things Mr. Abernathy wants the government 
to do. 

Mr. President, we have been humili
ated in the eyes of the world by what has 
happened, particularly what has hap
pened in the Capital; and I want the 
RECORD to show that Congress knows that 
perfectly well, and that Congress is pro
posing to do its duty, but will not be 
swayed one iota by all of the confusion 
which is promised for the next few 
weeks. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI
DENT-APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Mess,ages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were communi
cated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
the President had approved and signed 
the following acts: 

On May 3 , 1968: 
S. 375. An act to amend the Communica

tions Act of 1934 with respect to obscene 
or harassing telephone calls in interstate or 
foreign commerce. 

On May 4, 1968: 
S. 10. An act to authorize and direct the 

Secretary of the Trea.c:;ury to cause the ves
sel Ocean Delight, owned by Saul Zwecker, 
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of Port Clyde, Maine, to be documented as 
a vessel of the United States with coastwise 
privileges; and 

S. 1093. An act to authorize the use of the 
vessel Annie B. in the coastwise trade. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate messages from the Pres
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL

LINGS in the chair). Under the previous 
order, the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
FoNG] is recognized for not to exceed 2 
hours. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I may yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] for 1 minute, within losing 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COLUMNIST PRAISES SENATOR 
BYRD OF WEST VIRGINIA 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
the noted newspaper columnist Holmes 
Alexander wrote an article the other day 
dealing with the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRDJ. In the 
article he points out the esteem in which 
the Senator from West Virginia is held 
by the people of West Virginia. 

I should like to say that we who have 
served with him and are serving with 
him in the Senate know of his great 
ability and know what a hard-working 
and conscientious Senator he is. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Alexander's article, published in the 
Richmond News Leader of May 1, 1968, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BYRD MAY BE AN ANTIDOTE FOR WALLACE 

(By Holmes Alexander) 
So far there isn't any stop-Wallace move

ment in the DemOCTatic party, but recently 
there was a definite wiggle-a sign of lUe 
and motion in that direc'tion. 

On April 5, Senator Bob Byrd took the 
Senate floor, along with many others, to 
eulogize Martin Luther King, Jr. "I was 
shocked but I was not surprised,'' said the 
plain-spoken, up-from-poverty West Vir
ginian. On April 8, David Lawrence approv
ingly ran Byrd's entire speech in the coun
try's most widely circulated column. Byrd 
had spoken for 15 minutes. He drew 1,500 
letters of approbation. 

Then on April 20 The Beckley (W. Va.) 
Register and Post-Herald published its .first 
report on a continuing 14-county poll which 
listed six presidential possibilities and asked 
for reader preference. Byrd's name wasn't on 
the ballot, but he drew a write-in of some 
significance. Of 353 votes in the incomplete 
sampling, Richard Nixon (92) was barely 
ahead of George Wallace (91), followed by 
Robert Kennedy (55). The Byrd write-in (35) 
nosed out Hubert Humphrey (34). 

The poll's salient feature as viewed by 
CXIV--775-Part 10 

Democrats in Washington, was its outcrop
ping of the hardline for peace at home and 
victory abroad. The Wallace-Byrd total of 126 
easily topped Nixon, a hardliner himself, and 
was double the softline of Kennedy-Eugene 
McCarthy at 62 . 
. There is, to repeat, no stop-Wallace move

ment yet under way, but you don't have to 
draw diagrams for the desperate Democrats. 
The feisty former Governor of Alabama is all 
but conceded five Deep South States. His 
campaign as the American Independent party 
candidate is going to collect anti-riot anti
peacenik, anti-Administration votes ah over 
the map. Any job-description you write for 
a Wallace-stopper could spell Bob Byrd. 

Of course, it could also spell John Con
nally, Governor of Te~as. but "no-body runs 
for Vice President" and the spell-out has to 
be called an academic exercise at this point. 
Even at that, it provides a study in Demo
cratic party necessities. That party is going 
to need a counter-Wallace weapon and there 
isn't anybody other than Byrd in e.ither camp 
who would more certainly supply a Wallace 
alternative for many middle-class, and labor
class Democrats who otherwise may have no
where else to go. 

Wallace is a renegade Democrat, and Byrd 
is a regular. Wallace has the racist-tag, and 
Byrd is a rationalist. The Senator has re
peatedly voted for Civil Rights bills, includ
ing the recent one on open housing. He has 
also repeatedly taken lonely positions against 
welfare-racketeering and every form of crime
in-the-streets. As chairman of the Appro
priations subcommitte on the District of 
Columbia, he has insisted relief funds go 
only to the eligible. He is one of the very few 
men in public office who backed Mayor 
Daley's shoot-the-looters-and-arsonists proc
lamation. 

"That's The Law," says Byrd. 
"For hundreds of years it's been the stand

ing order of peace-officers to shoot felons who 
can't be stopped in any other way at the 
scene of the crime. Of course, no policeman 
should shoot a child, or open fire in a crowded 
place, but that's off the question. The law 
must be enforced if we're to be a civilized 
nation. 

"My heart doesn't bleed for the criminal. 
It bleeds for the victims of his crime. I feel 
much the same about our military tactics in 
Vietnam. My heart goes out to the American 
fighting man and not to the enemy. We 
should have bombed the dikes and cut off the 
enemy rice supply long ago. We should have 
found some way to blockade Haiphong 
harbor." 

This is counter-Wallace language because 
it is Wallace-made-rational, and is Wallace
within-the party system, and Wallace-with
out-theatrics. There is no sign whatever, as 
yet, that Byrd will be considered for the 
national Democratic ticket. But the necessity 
for a Wallace-stopper is going to require some 
inventive ticket-making by the Democrats. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, will the distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii yield for a unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. FONG. I yield. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE 
ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS-ADDI
TIONAL COSPONSOR 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I am heartily in favor of a resolu
tion which was reported today by the 
Committee on Rules and Administra
tion, of which I am a member, establish
ing a standing Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs in the U.S. Senate. 

The need for such a committee should 

really be beyond question in this day 
and age. 

We are currently spending some $7 
billi~n per year for veterans' pensions, 
survivors' benefits, veterans' hospitals, 
and the many other programs which 
a grateful nation has provided for the 
men who have served in its Armed 
Forces. 

It is hard to conceive of a more im
portant area of our national life, an area 
that affects so many persons, and an area 
that involves the expenditure of so much 
money from the National Treasury. Cer
tainly an area of this much concern 
is worthy of recognition by the Senate 
in the form of a permanent Senate com
mittee to oversee matters concerning our 
veterans. 

Today when more than half a million 
young Americans are under arms in 
Southeast Asia fighting for the defense 
of freedom and giving their lives, it is 
essential that we convey to them, and to 
all Americans, our full recognition and 
gratitude for the services they are per
forming. 

The creation of a standing committee 
in the Senate on Veterans' Affairs is one 
concrete way in which we can convey 
this gratitude as well as end forever the 
fragmented process by which veterans' 
legislation is currently considered in the 
Senate. 

I do not use the word "fragmented" 
in order to deprecate in any way the 
manner in which the two Senate com
mittee's having jurisdiction over vet
erans' affairs-the senate Finance Com
mittee and the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee-have discharged 
their duties in that regard. These com
mittees have performed a dedicated 
work, but they are already overly bur
dened with other heavy responsibilities. 

Today there are nearly 26.2 million 
veterans living in this country. And they 
are all underrepresented in the U.S. 
Senate because, instead of the considera
tion of proposed legislation affecting vet
erans by a Veterans' committee, such 
legislation gets parceled out to two very 
large and very busy Senate committees. 

Both the Senate Finance Committee 
and the Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee have heavy workloads of their 
own in their traditional fields of jurisdic
tion. 

The Finance Committee handles, 
among other legislation, bills concern
ing taxes and social security. Needless to 
say, this requires an enormous amount 
of senatorial and staff effort. And such 
legislation is by no means all that this 
committee must cover. The Finance 
Committee should not be required to ex
pend increasing time and thought on the 
needs of veterans and their families. 

Similarly, the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare has an ever-proliferating 
responsibility and should not be diverted 
to fulflllin·g yet another mission concern
ing veterans. 

Consolidation of veterans' matters into 
one Senate committee would have two 
important and immediate benefits. 

First, it would crea.te one new commit
tee the sole "raison d'etre" of which 
would be the welfare of our veterans, 
their famil_ies, and survivors. 
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Second, such a consolidation would 
permtt the two other Senate commit
tees----the Finance Committee and the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee to 
ooncentrate their efforts entirely in othe·r 
fields of expertise. 

I think i·t should be pointed out under 
the resolution to which I have alluded, 
the jurisdiction of the proposed Senate 
Veterans' Affairs Committee would be 
the same as that of the House Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

This proposed committee would have 
jurisdiction over veterans' measures 
generally, life insurance issued by the 
Government in connection with service 
in the Armed Forces, veterans' pensions 
and other compensation, veterans' re
adjustment programs such as the GI bill. 
veterans' hospitals, medical care and 
treatment of veterans, and vocational re
habilitation and education of veterans. 

The Senate should have established 
such a commi·ttee as this a long time ago. 

But because it did not do so, over the 
years almost all of the legislation per
taining to veterans has ortginated in the 
House. 

Yet, the Senate, our Nation's greatest 
deliberative body, is in a unique posi
tion, because of the greater length of a 
Sena!tor's term of omce, as well as the 
greater stability of service, to offer sub
stantial positive contributions to our 
veterans laws. 

We ought not let the role of initiaJtor of 
legislation fall by default to the House 
of Representatives. 

Further, the existence of a standing 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs in the 
Senate will ·mean that House-approved 
veterans bills will receive more speedy 
and more thorough consideration than 
is now possible. 

This does not mean that the Senate 
would be rushed in its deliberations on 
veterans matters, but only that such 
important measures would be given the 
priority which they deserve. 

The chairman and members of the 
Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee 
would be powerful spokesmen for our 
Nation's former soldiers in arms and 
would insure that their interests are 
never neglected. 

I think that the case for the creation 
of a permanent Senate Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs is a very strong one, 
and I was glad, therefore, for the oppor
tunity and privilege, earlier today, of 
making the motion, in the Rules Com
mittee, to favorably report for Senate 
action Senate Resolution 13, the chief 
cosponsor of which is the distinguished 
junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
CANNONJ. 

I am a cosponsor of a similar resolu
tion. I congratulate and thank the Sen
ator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON] for his 
leadership in offering and promoting 
this legislation, and I also thank the dis
tinguished junior Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. JoRDAN] for the able man
ner in which he has expedited the prog
ress of this resolution as chairman of 
the committee which acted favorably 
thereon earlier today. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that, at its next printing, my name 
be added as a oosponsor of Senate Reso-

lution 13, to amend rule XXV of the 
standing rules of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

OMNffiUS CRIME CONTROL AND 
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, according 
to the FBI Uniform Crime Report for 
1967, the incidence of violent crimes in 
the United States showed a sharp in
crease by more than 16 percent over the 
1966 figure. Murder increased by 12 per
cent, armed robbery by more than 33 
percent, property crimes by 16 percent, 
and the use of firearms in aggravated 
assault by 22 percent. In not a single 
category of crime did the FBI's crime 
index show a decline from the previous 
period surveyed. 

During 1966 the police in our country 
were able to solve only 25 percent of the 
serious crimes reported-a slight de
crease from the national police solution 
rate in 1965. 

Siil!Ce 1960, serious crime in this coun
try has risen by an alarming 88 percent. 

Amerioa's high crime rates are tre
mendously costly to the national econ
omy. The President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice estimated the following losses in 
various categories of crime : 

Crimes against property: total $1.608 
billion. 

Robbery, $49.4 million. 
Burglary, $312.7 million. 
Larceny, $196 minion. 
Auto theft, $63.5 million. 
Arson, $100 million. 
Malicious mischief, $209.8 million. 
Forgery and counterfeiting, $26.2 mil-

lion. 
Fraud---consumer-$18.3 million. 
Fraud-bad checks, swindling-$368.8 

million. 
Embezzlement, $200 million. 
Crimes against the person-homicide, 

assault, and other nonfatal crimes---total 
$815 million. 

other crimes: total $9.620 billion. 
Gambling, $7 billion. 
Driving while intoxiOOJted, $1.8 billion. 
Loansharking, $350 million. 
Narcotics and other drugs, $350 mil

lion. 
Abortion, $120 million. 
These figures represent a staggering 

total of $12.043 billion. 
All of these statistics underscore the 

need for action by the Federal Govern
ment to help local and State authorities 
maintain an orderly society thro·ugh the 
effective enforcement of our laws. Federal 
assistance is urgently required to achieve 
these ends. 

Mr. President, the omnibus crime bill 
we are now considering, S. 917, oonsists 
of four titles dealing with substantive 
law: Title I, on Law Enforcement As
sistance; Title II, on Confessions, Eye
witness Testimony, and Habeas Corpus; 
Title III, on Wiretapping and Electronic 
Surveillance; and Title IV, on Handgun 
Control. 

For reasons which I will subsequently 
spell out in this statement, I strongly fa
vor pa.ssage of title I, and I will urge the 
extension of the provisions of title IV to 

all types of firearms--long guns and 
rifles, as well as handguns. 

However, I am adamantly opposed to 
title II and, in its present form, title III. 
I believe these sections of the bill to be 
extraordinary threats to the civil lib
erties of every American. 
TITLES n AND lli THREATS TO CONSTITUTIONAL 

RIGHTS 

Titles II and III threaten to nullify 
some fundamental rights of equal justice 
guaranteed under the Constitution to all 
citizens of this Nation: the rights to pri
vacy and against unlawful searches and 
seizures; the right to counsel at each and 
every stage of the law enforcement proc
ess; and the right to full, fair, and 
prompt administration of criminal jus
tice. 

I view efforts to protect these consti
tutional guarantees a part of the con tin
uing battle to preserve the civil rights of 
all Americans. 

With respect to titles II and III before 
us, equal justice under the law will most 
certainly be grievously threatened by 
their retention in the bill. 

Risk for risk, for myself, I would 
rather take my chance that some crimi
nals will escape detection than that one 
single innocent person shall be wrongly 
incarcerated or executed. 

Titles II and III represent, in my opin
ion, radical assaults on the Constitution 
of the United States and would open the 
doors to such practices as holding sus
pects incommunicado for an indefinite 
period, out of touch with friends, family, 
and legal counsel; arresting persons on 
mere suspicion; questioning suspects 
with third-degree tactics without ar
raignment and irrespective of their right 
against self-incrimination. 

It would invalidate the recent Supreme 
Court rulings on line-up identifications 
of accused persons. 

It would narrowly constrict the power 
of Federal courts to grant writs of habeas 
corpus in connection with persons in 
State custody. 

It would authorize, under a loosely 
drawn court order system, widespread 
eavesdropping and bugging by State and 
local police, as well as by Federal author
ities, in connection with a vast number 
of suspec·ted offenses. 

The great Anglo-American tradition 
that a man's home is his castle-our 
greatly valued heritage of privacy and 
of freedom from arbitrary intrustion by 
the police-would be seriously under
mined. 

In short, the authoritarianism of po
lice rule would be substituted for the au
thority of law and the majesty of due 
process. 

We have to choose--

Wrote Mr. Justice Holmes, dissenting 
in Olmstead v. U.S., 277 U.S. 436 (1928). 

And for my part, I think it 1s less evil that 
some criminals should escape than that the 
Government should play an ignoble role. 

TITLE I-LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 

I wholeheartedly endorse the objec
tives of title I of this bill. This title rep
resents the heart of this legislation. 

Its provisions may be summarized as 
follows: 

First. Length of programs and total au-
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thorization: Authorizes a 5-year pro
gram-section 512; $100,111,000 is au
thorized for the first year of operation, 
and $300 million for the second year
section 520. 

Second. Administration: Establishes a 
three-member Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration to administer all 
grants. The Administration is placed in 
the Department of Justice, under the 
general authority of the Attorney Gen
eral. It will consist of an Administrator 
of Law Enforcement Assistant-level 4, 
$28,750/year-and two Associate Admin
istrators of Law Enforcement Assist
ance-level 5, $28,000/ year-section 101. 

Third. Grants to States and local gov
ernments: Authorizes planning grants 
and action grants to be made to States 
and to units of general local government 
or combinations of such units with a 
population of not less than 50,000 per
sons-section 202, 302 (a) . 

Fourth. Planning grants: Authorizes 
Federal grants to pay up to 80 percent 
of the cost of preparing a comprehensive 
law enforcement plan-section 202, 203. 
Twenty-five million dollars is allocated 
for planning grants for the first year of 
operation of the act-section 520 (a) . 

Fifth. Requirements of law enforce
ment plans: Plans must encompass a 
State, unit of general local government, 
or combination of such units-section 
303(b) (1). The Administration is di
rected to encourage plans that encom
pass entire metropolitan areas, that co
ordinate with other law enforcement 
plans and systems, and that deal with 
all law enforcement agencies-police, 
courts, and corrections-in the area en
compassed by the plans-section 303 (c). 

Sixth. Action grants: Authorizes 
grants to improve and strengthen all as
pects of law enforcement. Purposes spe
cifically mentioned are: public protec
tion, recruitment, training, public 
education, construction, control of orga
nized crime, and riot control--section 
302(b). Grants for riot control and con
trol of organized crime may be up to 
75 percent of the cost of particular pro
grams. Construction grants may be up to 
50 percent of the cost of such programs. 
Other action grants may be up to 60 
percent of the cost of the program--sec
tion 302 (c). Action grants may be used 
only to supplement State or local funds, 
section 302(b) (2), and may be made only 
to applicants whose law-enforcement 
plans have been approved by the admin
istration-section 303 (b) ; $50,000,000 is 
allocated for action grants for the first 
year of operation of the act. 

Seventh. Limit on corrections, proba
tion, parole: Not more than $10,000,000 
of the funds appropriated for action 
grants may be used for the purposes of 
corrections, probation, and parole-sec
tion 520(b) (4). 

Eighth. Riot control: Action grants for 
riot control are included as a specific 
purpose of such grants-section 302 (b) 
(6). The administration is directed to 
give special emphasis to such grants
section 304(a). The amount of such 
grants may be up to 75 percent of the 
total cost of a particular program-sec
tion 302(c). Up to $15,000,000 of the ap
propriation for action grants for riot 
control-section 520(b) (3). More lenient 

application requirements are included for 
riot control grants until August 31,1968-
section 304(b). 

Ninth. Organized crime: Action grants 
to control organized crime are included 
as a specific purpose of such grants-
section 302(b) (5). The Administration 
is directed to give special emphasis to 
such grants-section 304(a). The 
amount of such grants may be up to 75 
percent of the total cost of a particular 
program-section 302 (c). Up to $15,-
000,000 of the appropriation for action 
grants may be used for grants to control 
organized crime--section 520 (b) (2). 

Tenth. Review and comment by States: 
State Governors and State 1aw enforce
ment agencies have 60 days to comment 
on application foo: planning grants or ac
tion grants by local units--section 521. 

Eleventh. Salaries: Up to one-third of 
any action grant may be used for the 
compensation of regular law enforcement 
personnel. However, such assistance may 
be used only for salary inco:eases, and 
then only on a 50-percent m~tching basis 
with State or local funds. The limitation 
does not apply to personnel in training 
programs-section 302 (d). 

Twelfth. Public education: Action 
grants may be made for crime preven
tion programs, education programs in 
schools, and programs to improve public 
understanding of and cooperation with 
law enforcement agencies--section 
302(b) (3). Not more than $2,500,000 may 
be used for such grants-section 520 
(b) (1). 

Thirteenth. Research: Establishes a 
National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice to encourage re
search and development in law enforce
ment. The Institute is placed in the De
partment of Justice under the general 
authority of the Administration-sec
tion 402 (a). The Institute is authorized 
to conduct research of its own, including 
the establishment of a central research 
facility, and to make research grants to 
public agencies and private organiza
tions-section 402 (b). Research grants 
may be up to 100 percent of the cost of 
particular projects. Up to $20,000,000 is 
authorized for the Institute-section 
520(C). 

Fourteenth. FBI training: The FBI is 
authorized to expand its training pro
grams for State and local law enforce
ment personnel at the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation National Academy at 
Quantico, Va. The FBI is also authorized 
to assist in conducting field training pro
grams for such personnel, and to conduct 
research of its own-section 404. $5,111,
ooo is allocated for such programs--sec
tion 520 (c). 

Fifteenth. Education: Authorizes the 
Administration to establish programs of 
loans and tuition aid to law enforcement 
personnel-section 406. Up to $10,000,000 
is authorized for such programs-section 
520(c). 

Loans may be up to $1,800 per year to 
full-time students in undergraduate or 
graduate programs leading to degrees in 
areas directly related to law enforcement. 
Such loans may be cancelled at the rate 
of 25 percent for each year of service in a 
law enforcement agency. The Admin
istration is directed to give special con
sideration to police and correctional of-

ficers on academic leave to earn de
grees--section 406(b) . 

Grants for tuition and fees may be up 
to $200 per academic quarter or $300 per 
semester for law enforcement officers 
taking courses in areas related to law 
enforcement. If recipients do not com
plete 2 years' service with their law en
forcement agency after finishing such 
courses, the grants must be repaid
section 406 (c) . 

Sixteenth. Allocation to States: Not 
more than 12 percent of the total funds 
appropriated under title I may be used 
in any one State-section 516(b). 

Seventeenth. Racial imbalance: The 
administration is prohibited from con
ditioning any grant upon the adoption 
by a law enforcement agency of a plan to 
eliminate racial imbalance-section 518 
(b). 

Eighteenth. LEA carryover: The ad
ministration is authorized to continue 
projects approved under the Law En
forcement Assistance Act of 1965 prior 
to the effective date of S. 917-section 
405. 

Nineteenth. Judicial review: Estab
lishes a procedure of administrative 
hearings and judicial review for cases in 
which applications for grants are denied 
or grants are discontinued-section 509-
511. 

Twentieth. Definition of law enforce
ment: Law enforcement is defined broad
ly to include all activities pertaining to 
crime prevention or reduction and the 
enforcement of the criminal law-sec
tion 601(a). 

FEDERAL HELP NECESSARY 

There are certain national objectives 
which are vital to every citizen of this 
country, and the elimination of crime is 
one of the foremost among these objec
tives. We cannot sit back and expect the 
existing law enforcement agencies to 
solve the problem without aid from Con
gress and from all the citizens of the 
United States. 

Title I clearly recognizes, as it must, 
that law enforcement in the United 
States is primarily a task for our State 
and local governments. The Constitution 
of the United States confers no general 
police po·wer on the Federal Government. 
The denial of such power is soundly 
predicated on the fear that a too-power
ful centml government will become 
despotic. 

Our citizens have always insisted and 
continue to insist that police power must 
be dispersed among the State and local 
governments of the Nation, as a guaran
tee that no single government can begin 
to accumulate enough power to sub
merge the democratic foundations of 
the Republic. 

This basic principle of the responsibility 
of State and local governments for law 
enforcement in the United States is 
firmly maintained in title I of the blll. 
The law enforcement assistance pro
grams authorized by the title will remain 
under the direction and control of State 
and local law enforcement agencies. 

Title I strengthens the capacity of 
State and local governments to solve 
their problems of law enforcement, and 
thereby eliminates any tendency toward 
Federal domination. 
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At the same time, title I recognizes that 
there are many problems in law enforce
ment and crime prevention which 
State and local governments cannot 
solve on their own. 

In accord with the recommendations 
of the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Jus
tice, title I provides substantial Federal 
financial assistance to these governments 
to improve and strengthen all aspects of 
their systems of law enforcement and 
criminal justice. It will speed funds to the 
areas of law enforcement where the need 
is greatest and most immediate. It will 
encourage the planning, coordination, 
and research in law enforcement that 
has been so seriously lacking in the past. 

The additional resources which would 
be available under title I both to Federal 
and local authorities will facilitate better 
training for law enforcement personnel, 
acquisition of modern equipment and 
facilities, incorporation of innovative 
techniques for apprehension of the law
less, and improvements in rehabilitation 
processes and procedures. 

The proposed legislation will not solve 
all of the problems. No simple or easy 
solution is available. 

It will, however, firmly commit the 
Federal Government to provide a role of 
leadership and support. Within the 
framework of our established and tradi
tional separation of responsibilities, it 
will let all levels of Government work 
together to fight the common enemy
crime and lawlessness. 

I believe this proposal to be a sound, 
imaginative approach which will make a 
substantial contribution to the life of 
our society. 

TITLE II-cONFESSIONS, EYEWITNESS 

TESTIMONY, AND HABEAS CORPUS 

However bright the promise of title I, 
I deplore the action of the committee in 
accepting title n of the bill. Title II is 
a dangerous affront to the Constitution 
of the United States. It presents a grave 
threat to the fundamental principles of 
the Nation-to our basic concepts of 
separation of powers, to Federal su
premacy, to judicial independence-in 
short, to our most cherished notions of 
justice and the rule of law. 

The provisions of title n may be sum
marized as follows: 

First. Confessions: Makes voluntari
ness the sole criterion of admissibility 
of a confession in evidence in a Federal 
court, whether or not a defendant was 
advised of his right to silence or to coun
sel-section 3501 (a), (b). Also provides 
that a confession shall not be inadmis
sible in a Federal court solely because 
of delay between the arrest and arraign
ment of the defendant-section 3501 (c). 

Second. Eyewitness testimony: Makes 
eyewitnesses testimony that a defend
ant participated in a crime non-review
able in a Federal appellate court--sec
tion 3503. 

Third. Federal court jurisdiction: 
Abolishes the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court and other Federal courts to review 
a State court determination admitting a 
confession in evidence as voluntarily 
made-section 3502. 

Fourth. Habeas corpus: Abolishes the 
habeas corpus jurisdiction of the Fed-

eral courts over State criminal convic
tions. Limits Federal review of Federal 
claims by State prisoners to appeal or 
certiorari-section 2256. 

Thus, title n, if enacted, would
Require Federal courts to admit con

fessions and eyewitness identifications 
into evidence even if such evidence were 
obtained in violation of the specific 
safeguards required under the Consti
tution by the Supreme Court in Miranda 
v. United States ( 1966) and United 
States v. Wade (1967); 

Abolish Supreme Court jurisdiction to 
review State criminal cases in which 
confessions or eyewitness identifications 
have been admitted in evidence; 

Abolish Federal habeas corpus juris
diction over State criminal conviction, 
in disregard of article I, section 9 of the 
Constitution, which provides that "the 
privilege of the writ of harbeas corpus 
shall not be suspended, unless when in 
cases of rebellion or invasion the public 
safety may require it"; 

Ove.rrule the Supreme Court's decision 
in Mallory v. United States (1957) and 
permit Federal criminal suspects to be 
questioned indefinitely before they are 
presented to a committing magistrate. 
Unlike the District of Columbia Crime 
Act, enacted in the first session of this 
Congress, no time limit or other safe
guards on interrogations are provided. 

Each of the provisions of title II is vul
nerable to serious constitutional objec
tions. Several of the provisions are almost 
certainly unconstitutional on their face, 
because they attempt to overrule by stat
ute clear commands of the Constitu
tion-particularly those limiting the ap
pellate jurisdiction of the Federal High 
Courts and abolishing the habeas corpus 
jurisdiction of all Federal courts. 

I had thought it settled within our 
Federal system that what is mandated 
by the Constitution may not be dismissed 
by legislative fiat. 

CONFESSIONS-MmANDA CASE 

Moreover, the provisions of existing 
law that title II seeks to overturn can 
hardly be declared unreasonable. Under 
present law, prior to any questioning, a 
putative defendant must be warned that, 
first, he hras the right to remain silent; 
second, that anything he says could be 
used against him in a court of law; third, 
that he has the right to the presence of 
an attorney; fourth, if he cannot afford 
an attorney, one will be appointed for 
him prior to any questioning if he so 
desires; fifth, opportunity to exercise 
these rights must be given him through
out the interrogation; and, sixth, after 
these warnings have been given and he 
has been afforded these opportunities, 
the individual may knowingly and in
telligently waive these rights and agree 
to answer questions or to make a state
ment. 

These points were spelled out in the 
landmark decision Miranda v. Arizona, 
384 U.S. 436 0966), where the Supreme 
Court held that a confession made after 
the suspect was taken into police custody 
could not be used in evidence unless the 
above sixfold warning had been given 
before questioning. 

As the Supreme Court pointed out in 
that case, this has been a long-estab-

lished practice in FBI experience. The 
Court said: 

Over the years the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation has compiled an exemplary record 
of effective law enforcement while advising 
any suspect or arrested person, at the outset 
of an interview, that he is not required to 
make a statement, that any statement may 
be used against him in court, that the in
dividual may obtain the services of an attor
ney of his own choice and, more recently, 
that he has a right to free counsel if he is 
unable to pay .... The present pattern of 
warnings and respect for the rights of the 
individual followed as a praotice by the FBI 
is consistent with the procedure which we 
delineate today. 384 U.S., at 483-484. 

The FBI routinely uses a form to ad
vise suspects of the constitutional rights 
to which they are entitled-and this 
practice was instituted even before the 
Miranda decision was handed down. 

Under section 3501 (a) of the bill, 
voluntariness is made the sole criterion 
of the admissibility of a confession in a 
Federal court. The section does not af
feet the application of Miranda to trials 
in State courts. 

The procedure to be followed under 
the bill is as follows: 

First. A preliminary determination of 
the voluntariness of a confession is made 
by the trial judge, outside the presence 
of the jury-section 3501 (a). 

Second. In making his preliminary 
determination, the trial judge is required 
to consider all the circumstances sur
rounding the confession, including the 
following specified factors, none of which 
is to be conclusive on the issue of volun
tariness-section 3501(b): First, delay 
between arrest and arraignment of the 
defendant; second, whether the defend
ant knew the nature of his offense; third, 
whether the defendant was aware or 
advised cf his right to silence or that 
anything he said might be used against 
him; fourth, whether the defendant was 
advised of his right to counsel; and, 
fifth, whether the defendant had the 
assistance of counsel during his inter
rogation and confession. 

Third. If the trial judge makes a pre
liminary determination that a confes
sion was voluntary, he must admit the 
confession in evidence-section 3501 (a). 

Fourth. The jury must then hear the 
relevant evidence on the issue of vol
untariness and determine the weight 
to be accorded the confession--section 
3501 (a). 

Sections 3501 (a) and (b), then, would 
overrule all of the Miranda standards and 
render them merely as guidelines to de
termine the admissibility and the weight 
to be given a confession. 

It is very apparent to me that these 
provisions are in direct conftict with the 
Supreme Court's decision in the Miranda 
case and would most certainly be held 
unconstitutional. The Court made it 
clear that the procedural safeguards es
tablished in Miranda are in addition to 
the traditional voluntariness test. 

Since section 3501 dispenses with these 
safeguards, the section is contrary to the 
present requirements of the Constitution. 

CONFESSIONs--MALLORY CASE 

In the leading case of Mallory v. U.S., 
354 U.S. 449 0957), the Supreme Court 
held that if an arrested person is not tak-
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en before a magistrrute or other judicial 
officer "without unnecessary delay," as 
required by rule 5(a) of the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure, any con
fession obtained during the period of de
lay is inadmissible in evidence in a Fed
eral court. The Mallory decision was 
based on the Court's supervisory power 
over the Federal courts, rather than on 
the Constitution. 

Section 3501 (c) of the bill specifies 
that a confession shall not be inadmis
sible in evidence in a Federal court sole
ly because of delay between arrest and 
arraignment of the defendant. 

The Mallory decision, excluding con
fessions obtained during a pe:o:iod of un
necessary delay between arrest and 
arraignment, is designed to withdraw any 
incentive that law enforcement officers 
may have to delay the arraignment of a 
suspect. 

It encourages the police to bring ar
rested persons promptly before a judicial 
officer. 

The outright repeal of Mallory by sec
tion 3·501 (c) would leave the "without 
unnecessary delay" provision of rule 5 
<a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Pro
cedure as a rule without a remedy. 

Even in the recently enacted District 
of Columbia Crime Act, the Congress 
did not see fit to repeal Mallory com
pletely, but provided a 3-hour period for 
interrogation, after which a person could 
be released without charge and without 
an arrest record. 

Mr. President, I strongly believe that 
the prompt arraignment of arrested per
sons is necessary in a free society which 
values the fair administration of crimi
nal justice. 

Prolonged incarceration and interro
gation of suspects without giving them 
the opportunity to consult family, 
friends, or counsel must be discouraged. 

EYEWITNESS TESTIMONY-WADE CASE 

In another leading case, United States 
v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218 0967), the Su
preme Court held that a pretrial line
up at which a defendant is exhibited to 
identifying witnesses is a critical stage of 
a criminal prosecution. As such, the de
fendant is constitutionally entitled to 
the assistance of counsel at the line-up. 
The requirement applies to both State 
and Federal courts. 

Section 3503 of the bill repeals Wade 
and makes eyewitness testimony that 
a defendant participated in a crime not 
reviewable in any appellate Federal 
court. 

Here, ag;ain, there is no doubt in my 
mind that section 3503 is unconstitu
tional. As it dispenses with the pro
cedural safeguards established in Wade 
for police lineups, it is therefore in 
con:fiict with the requirements of the 
ConS'titution. 

FEDERAL COURT JURISDICTION 

Under present law, the Supreme 
Court has appellate jurisdiction over all 
cases in the lower Federal courts. The 
Supreme Court also has appellate juris
diction over cases in the State courts 
raising a Federal question-see U.S.C. 
1251 and the following. 

Section 3502 of the bill removes the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court or any 
other Federal court to review or disturb 

a State trial court's determination that 
a confession was voluntary-provided 
the State court's determination has been 
upheld by the highest St·ate court hav
ing appelLate jurisdiction over the case. 
Thus, although State courts would be 
required to continue to adhere to the 
standards set out in the Miranda case, 
their applications of the Miranda stand
ards would not be reviewable in the 
Federal courts. 

Section 3503 of the bill removes the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court and 
Federal court of appeals to review or 
disturb any ruling of a Federal or State 
trial court admitting eyewitness testi
mony in evidence. Thus, although State 
courts would be required to continue to 
apply the Wade standards, their appli
cations of that standard are not review
able in the Federal courts. 

Sections 3502 and 3503 would curtail 
drastically the jurisdiction of the Su
preme Court and the lower Federal 
courts over State and Federal court de
terminations involving the voluntariness 
of a confession or eyewitness testimony. 

These provisions are particularly seri
ous with respect to State court deter
minations of these issues, since no Fed
eral review whatsoever would be avail
able--even though a Federal claim was 
obviously raised. 

Any attempt by Congress to accom
plish these results by statute rather than 
by constitutional amendment raises ex
tremely difficult constitutional questions. 

Although article III, section 2 of the 
Constitution provides that the appellate 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court is 
created "with such Exceptions, and 
under such Regulations as the Congress 
shall make," the exceptions and regula
tions clause does not give the Congress 
the power to abolish Supreme Court re
view in every case involving a particular 
subject, whether that subject be confes
sions or any other. 

To interpret that clause otherwise 
would give the Congress the power to de
stroy the essential function of the Su
preme Court in our Federal system. 

The Supremacy Clause in article VI 
of the Constitution states that the Con
stitution and laws of the United States 
"shall be the Supreme Law of the Land." 
The Supreme Court is the only tribunal 
provided by the Constitution to resolve 
inconsistent or conflicting interpreta
tions of Federal law by State and Federal 
courts, and to maintain the supremacy 
of Federal law against conflicting State 
law. 

To deny the power of ultimate resolu
tion by the Supreme Court in any area 
is to nullify the principal instrument for 
implementing the Supremacy Clause in 
our constitutional system. The history of 
the exceptions and regulations clause is 
in full accord with this point. 

UNWISE PUBLIC POLICY 

Even if it were argued that the Con
gress has the constitutional power to 
abolish Supreme Court jurisdiction by 
statute, such action, in my opinion, 
would be extremely unwise as a matter 
of public policy. 

Abolition of Supreme Court jurisdic
tion would seriously distort the delicate 
balance that is maintained between our 

three branches of Government and 
would greatly reduce the historic role of 
the High Court in our Federal system. 
An attempt by the Congress to abolish 
the traditional power of judicial review 
by the Federal Courts over constitutional 
issues in a particular area would set an 
extremely bad precedent that could only 
have dangerous ramifications in other 
areas-since there would be nothing to 
prevent Congress from enacting similar 
legislation whenever the Court handed 
down a decision with which Congress 
disagreed. 

Sections 3502 and 3503 are thus far 
more serious attacks on the Supreme 
Court than the ill-conceived Court-pack
ing plan of the 1930's. 

The exercise by the Congress of an ul
timate power such as abolition of Su
preme Court jurisdiction would precipi
tate a constitutional crisis of the most 
critical proportions. 

Long experience has shown that the 
Federal courts, and especially the Su
preme Court, perform an important and 
useful function in reviewing State crim
inal convictions in the area of confes
sions. A long line of confessions cases 
in the Supreme Court, extending back 
many years before the present contro
versy over Miranda and Wade, points up 
the fact that there have been numerous 
occasions when State courts have not 
effectively protected the constitutional 
rights of accused persons. 

Moreover, by abolishing the appellate 
jurisdiction of the Federal courts, Con
gress would reduce the Constitution to a 
hodgepodge of inconsistent decisions by 
making 50 State courts and 94 Federal 
district courts final arbiters of the mean
ing of the various provisions of the Con
stitution. 

The mere necessity of uniformity in the 
interpretation of the national laws decides 
the question-

Wrote Hamilton in the Federalist, No. 
80. 

Thirteen independent courts of final juris
diction over the same causes, arising upon 
the same laws, is a hydra in government, 
from which nothing but contradiction and 
confusion can proceed. 

HABEAS CORPUS JURISDICTION 

Under existing Federal law, the Su
preme Court and the Federal district 
courts haTe jurisdiction to issue writs 
of habeas corpus where a prisoner is in 
State custody in violation of the Con
stitution or laws of the United States-
28 U.S.C. 2241. In addition, nearly all 
States have laws providing collateral 
remedies for convicted persons. 

Claims of denials of Federal rights by 
State prisoners must be heard on the 
merits and resolved. If appropriate dis
position is not reached in the State 
courts, the Federal courts are available 
as an alternative forum through habeas 
corpus, unless the prisoner has deliber
ately bypassed or failed to exhaust an 
available State remedy. 

Section 2256 of the bill would remove 
the habeas corpus jurisdiction of both 
Federal and State courts with respect to 
State criminal convictions. The sole Fed
eral review of Federal claims by State 
prisoners would be limited to appeal or 
petition for certiorari to the Supreme 
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Court from the highest State court hav
ing appellate jurisdiction over the case. 

Mr. President, this provision is in 
square conflict with a very specific con
stitutional command. Article I, section 9, 
clause 2 authorizes suspension of the writ 
of habeas corpus "when in cases of rebel
lion or invasion the public safety may 
require it." 

Since 1867, Congress has made the Fed
eral writ of habeas corpus available to 
all persons, including State prisoners, 
restrained of their liberty in violation of 
the Constitution or laws of the United 
States. The constitutional provision pro
hibiting the suspension of the writ does 
not itself confer jurisdiction on any court 
to issue the writ. However, once Congress 
has granted jurisdiction to the Federal 
courts to issue the writ, the jurisdiction 
cannot be withdrawn except in cases of 
rebellion or invasion. 

TITLE II CANNOT STAND 

Mr. President, existing law is designed 
to assure that confessions are voluntary, 
that lineups are fair, that arraignments 
are prompt, and that defendants receive 
a full and fair hearing of their Federal 
claims in a Federal court. 

Unless we are to reject these principles, 
title II cannot stand. 

TITLE III-WIRETAPPING AND ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE 

I must also respectfully interpose seri
ous constitutional and policy objections 
to title III of the bill. Title ill, in the 
form proposed by the administration as 
S. 928, was properly described as the 
Right to Privacy Act. As accepted by the 
committee, title III is more appropriately 
described as the End to Privacy Act. 

No one would deny that there does 
exist an urgent need for Federal legisla
tion in this area, because of the ex
tremely confused state of existing law on 
wiretapping and electronic surveillance. 

This may be briefly summarized in 
chronological order as follows: 

First, 1928: The tapping of telephone 
wires and use of intercepted messages 
did not constitute an unreasonable 
search and seizure under the fourth 
amendment, because no trespass into 
constitutionally protected areas and no 
seizures of anything tangible--Olmstead 
v. United States, 277 U.S. 438. 

Second, 19.34: Section 605, Federal 
Communications Act: 

No person, not being authorized by the 
sender, shall intercept any communication 
and divulge or publish the existence, con
tents, substance, purport, effect or meaning 
of such intercepted communication to any 
person. 

Third, 1937: Wiretapped evidence ob
tained in violation of section 605 held 
inadmissible in Federal courts; ruling 
based not on constitutional grounds, but 
on Supreme Court's supervisory powers 
over Federal courts and officers. Nardone 
v. United States, 302 U.S. 379. 

Fourth, 1939: In the second Nardone 
case (3·08 U.S. 388), held, that section 6()5 
bars not only evidence obtained directly 
by wiretapping, but also evidence ob
tained by use of leads secured by wire
tapping-the so-called "fruit of the poi
sonous tree" doctrine. 

Fifth, 1939: Held, that section 605 pro
hibited the interception and divulgence 

of intrastate as well as interstate calls. 
Weiss v. United States, 308 U.S. 321. 

Sixth, 1942: Held, that only a party to 
a tapped conversation has standing to 
object to the use of evidence so obtained 
<Goldstein v. United States, 316 U.S. 
114) ; and section 605 not violated when 
police officers listened in on telephone 
from an extension with the permission 
of one party to the conversation (Rath
born v. United States, 355 U.S. 107s 
<1957)). 

seventh, 1941: Justice Department, in
terpreting section 605, ruled that a vio
lation of section 605 required both inter
ception and divulgence outside the Gov
ernment; so that Government agents 
could wiretap and bug so long as the 
Federal Government did not divulge the 
information in courts. 

This interpretation efiectively emas
culated section 605, opening the door to 
Federal law enforcement wiretapping 
and bugging. With Federal officers wire
tapping and bugging, the Justice Depart
ment could not and has not prosecuted 
State or local officers, even when these 
State and local officers have publicly 
violated section 605 by divulging wire
tapped and bugged evidence in court. 
This same attitude is taken with respect 
to the prosecution of private wiretap
pers-so that only a handful have been 
prosecuted since 1934. 

Eighth, 1952: Held, that, although 
it was a Federal crime for State officers 
to divulge wiretapped evidence, section 
605 did not render such evidence inad
missible in State courts <Schwartz v. 
Texas, 344 U.S. 199) : However, such 
evidence obtained by State officers under 
sanction of State law was not admissible 
in Federal courts <Benanti v. United 
States, 355 U.S. 96 0957)). 

Ninth. In the area of bugging, the 
Supreme Court has held that evidence 
obtained by electronic devices becomes 
inadmissible only where there has been 
an unauthorized physical invasion of 
the defendant's premises <Goldman v. 
United States, 316 U.S. 129 0942)). 

Another variance of this ruling is that 
an informer can be wired for sound to 
transmit a suspect's statements to offi
cers with a receiver (On Lee v. United 
States, 343 U.S. 747 0953)); no consti
tutional rights violated if a Federal 
agent concealed a small tape recorder 
on his person and recorded statements 
of the suspect who knew the interrogator 
was an agent but did not know he was 
"bugged" <Lopez v. United States, 373 
u.s. 427 (1963)). 

Tenth. No uniformity on the State 
level. Most States have "malicious mis
chief" statutes to protect the property of 
telephone companies, but not all of these 
laws are broad enough to cover illegal 
wiretapping that does not involve physi
cal damage to the lines of communica
tion. Eight States have no law whatever. 
Forty-two have laws on lines of commu
nication, all of them weak and ineffec
tive. Only four States have provisions for 
court-issued warrants for wiretapping 
and electronic surveillance-also, all of 
them weak and ineffective. 

This thumbnail sketch shows very 
clearly that under present law almost un
limited wiretapping and electronic sur
veillance and the disclosure of inter-

cepted communications is allowed. Re
strictions exist only with respect to the 
question of admissibility as evidence in 
all Federal and some State courts. 

TITLE III PROVISIONS 

The provision of title m may be sum
marized as follows: 

First. Wiretapping and eavesdropping 
by private persons: Prohibits the inter
ception of wire or oral communications 
unless a party to the communication has 
consented to the interception. It pro
hibits the disclosure or use of illegally in
tercepted communications. Penalty for 
violation is $10,000/5 years-section 2511. 

Second. Wiretapping and eavesdrop
ping devices: Prohibits the manufacture, 
distribution, sale, possession, or advertis
ing of devices whose design "renders 
them primarily useful for the purpose of 
the surreptitious interception of wire or 
oral communication." Prohibition is ap
plicable to spike mike, infinity transmit
ter, martini olive transmitter, fountain 
pen microphone, and so forth, but not to 
legitimate electronics equipment, wheth
er miniature or otherwise. Prohibits the 
advertising of any other device promoting 
use of the device for electronic surveil
lance. Penalty for violation is $10,000/ 
5 years-section 2512. 

Third. Forfeiture: Provides for for
feiture of devices used, manufactured, 
distributed, sold, possessed, or advertised 
in violation of the act-section 2513. 

Fourth. Immunity: Authorizes a U.S. 
attorney, with the approval of the At
torney General, to grant immunity to a 
witness to compel testimony in any case 
involving a violation of the act, or in
'Volving a violation of any of the ofienses 
for which Federal warrants for elec
tronic surveillance may be issued-see 
item 5, infra-section 2514. 

Fifth. Ofienses for which Federal or
ders may be issued: The Attorney Gen
eral or an Assistant Attorney General 
may apply for a surveillance order to in
vestigate any of the following Federal 
offenses <sec. 25160)) : espionage, sab
otage, treason, murder, kidnaping, 
robbery, extortion, counterfeiting, brib
ery, sports briber!Y, gambling, bankruptcy 
fraud, narcotics, marihuana, dangerous 
drugs, obstruction of justice, Presidential 
assassination, kidnaping, and assault; 
labor racketeering, labor embezzlement, 
interstate transportation aid of rack
eteering, interstate transportation of 
stolen property, and conspiracy to com
mit any of the foregoing offenses. 

Sixth. Ofienses for which State orders 
may be issued: The principal prosecutor 
of a State or local government may, if 
authorized by a State statute, apply for 
a surveillance order to investigate mur
der, kidnaping, robbery, gambling, bri
bery, extortion, narcotics, marihuana, 
dangerous drugs, or other crime danger
ous to life, limb, or property and punish
able by imprisonment for more than 1 
year. The offense must, however, be 
specified in a State statute authorizing 
such surveillance--section 2516(2). 

Seventh. Requirements of Federal and 
State surveillance orders: The issuing 
judge must have probable cause for belief 
that, first, a particular offense has been, 
is being, or is about to be, committed, and 
second, particular communications re-
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lating to the offense will be overheard. 
The judge must also find that normal 
investigative procedures have been tried 
and failed, are unlikely to succeed if 
tried, or are too dangerous--section 
2518(3). 

Eighth. Issuing judges: Judges of Fed
eral district courts and Federal courts of 
appeals are authorized to issue surveil
lance orders--section 2510(9) (a). Judges 
of State courts of general criminal juris
diction may issue surveillance orders, but 
only if they are authorized to do so by a 
State statute-section 2510(9) (b). 

Ninth. Persons authorized to execute 
orders: A Federal order may be executed 
only by the FBI or by the Federal agency 
having responsibility for investigating 
the offense named in the order. A State 
order may be executed only by investiga
tive or law-enforcement officers having 
responsibility for investigating the of
fense named in the order-section 2516 
(1),(2). 

Tenth. Evidence of other crimes: Evi
dence of crimes not named in a surveil
lance order may not be introduced in evi
dence unless judicial approval is obtained 
subsequent to the interception-section 
2517(5). 

Eleventh. Length of surveillance: An 
order may be issued for a period no long
er than necessary to achieve its objective, 
and in any event no longer than 30 
days-section 2518 (5). The judge may 
require progress reports during the in
terception-section 2518(6). 

Twelfth. Extensions of an order: Ex
tensions of a surveillance order may be 
granted only upon a fresh showing of 
probable cause-section 2518(5). 

Thirteenth. Emergency surveillance: 
In certain emergency situations, specially 
designated investigative or law-enforce
ment officers may intercept communica
tions without a surveillance order. An 
application for a judicial order approv
ing the interception must be filed within 
48 hours-section 2518(7). 

Fourteenth. Recording: Intercepted 
communications must be recorded if pos
sible and sealed with the issuing judge. 
Applications and orders must also be 
sealed with the judge-section 2518(8) 
(a). 

Fifteenth. Notice: Persons named in 
an order must be notified of the surveil
lance no later than 90 days after the 
termination of the interception. Notice 
may be postponed upon a showing of 
good cause before a judge-section 2518 
(8) (b). 

Sixteenth. Exclusionary rule: Unlaw
fully intercepted communications are 
excluded from evidence in any Federal 
or State court, grand jury, administra
tive, or legislB~tive proceeding-section 
2515. 

Seventeenth. Motion to suppress: The 
parties to an intercepted communication 
or the person against whom the intercep
tion was directed may challenge the 
validity of a surveillance order. The Gov
ernment may appeal from an order 
granting a motion to suppress--section 
2518(10). 

Eighteenth. Reports by judges: The 
issuing judge must file a report with 
the administrative office of the U.S. 
courts within 30 days after the expira
tion of a surveillance order. The report 

must identify the officer or agency apply
ing for the order, the offense named in 
the order, the length of the surveillance 
period, and the type of facilities involved 
in the interception-section 2519(1). 

Nineteenth. Reports by prosecutors 
must file reports in January of each year 
with the Sidministrative office of the 
U.S. courts. The reports must include the 
same information required in judges' 
reports, as well as information on the 
number of arrests, trials, and convictions 
resulting from the interceptions, the 
utility of the interceptions, the fre
quency of incriminating and innocent 
conversations overheard, and the man
power used in the interception-section 
2519(2). 

Twentieth. Reports by administrative 
office: The administrative office of the 
U.S. co·urts must file reports in April of 
each year with Congress summarizing 
and analyzing the reports filed with the 
office by judges and prosecutors-section 
2519(3). 

Twenty-first. Civil remedy: Parties to 
an unlawfully intercepted communica
tion have a civil cause of action against 
any person who intercepts, discloses, or 
uses the communication. The parties may 
recover actual and punitive damages, a 
reasonable attorney's fee, and other costs 
of litigation. Liquidated damages are 
provided of not less than $100 per day 
during the interception or $1,000, which
ever is higher. Good faith reliance on a 
court order or the emergency surveillance 
procedure is made a complete defense to 
a civil action-section 2520. 

Twenty-second. National security. The 
act does not limit the constitutional 
power of the President to protect the Na
tion against hostile acts of a foreign 
power or any other clear and present 
danger to the structure or existence of 
the Government. Communications inter
cepted in exercise of the national security 
power may be introduced in evidence 
only if the interception was reasonable
section 2511 (3). 

Twenty-third. Section 605: Section 605 
of the Communications Act of 1934 is 
amended to restrict its application to the 
unauthorized interception of radio com
munications. Under present law, section 
605 is also applicable to wire communi
cations, but these will be covered by S. 
917. 

THE RIGHT TO PRIVACY: CONSTITUTIONAL 
GUARANTEE 

As Senators debate and thoroughly 
examine every aspect of these provisions, 
we are constantly reminded that the 
right of privacy, the right to be left alone, 
and the right against unreasonable 
searches and seizures-the right, that is, 
to be personally secure-are among the 
most highly valued rights of an Ameri
can citizen. 

As Mr. Justice Brandeis pointed out: 
The makers of our Constitution ... sought 

to protect Americans in their beliefs, their 
thoughts, their emotions, and their sensa
tions. They conferred as against the Govern
ment the right to be let alone~the most 
comprehensive of the rights of man and the 
right most valued by civilized man. 

These guarantees have been a part of 
Anglo-Saxon law ever since the 15th 
century. Nothing has been deemed more 

fundamental to freedom than the con
cept that a man's home is his castle. 
William Pitt put it in these eloquent 
words: 

The poor.est man may, in his cottage, bid 
defiance to all the forces of the Crown. It 
may be frail; its roof may shake; the wind 
may blow through it; the storm may enter, 
the rain may enter; but the King of England 
cannot enter-all his force dares not cross 
the threshold of the ruined tenement. 

Wiretapping and electronic surveil
lance are enormously dangerous prac
tices, precisely because they present an 
extraordinary threat to these individual 
liberties. 

Modern electronic devices can pene
trate the privacy of every home and of
fice; without tapping any wire, without a 
key being turned or a window raised, 
transistorized instruments can be used 
to overhear and record the most intimate 
and private conversations-the exchange 
of confidences between husband and 
wife, between business partners, between 
employer and employees, between sweet
hearts. 

Whether or not the protection of the 
Constitution applies in a particular in
stance does not, as the Supreme Court 
recently pointed out, turn on whether the 
site of the intrusion is a "constitutionally 
protected area." What a person "seeks to 
preserve as private, even in an area ac
cessible to the public, may be constitu
tionally protected. No less than an indi
vidual in a business office, in a friend's 
apartment, or in a taxicab, a person in a 
telephone booth may rely upon the pro
tection of the fourth amendment," the 
Court said. 

Wiretapping and eavesdropping can
not, by their very natures, be limited to 
a particular person, place, or purpose. 
They are unlimited and unlimitable. 
Whenever a tap is placed on a telephone, 
for example, it monitors all conversa
tions on that telephone, and every phone 
in the world which may be connected 
with it. 

Of course, all Americans are concerned 
that those who violate the law are appre
hended and convicted. But the question 
is: To what extent should wiretapping 
and electronic surveillance be made le
gal? And, to that extent, is the price we 
must pay in terms of the loss of personal 
liberty too hi.gh a price? 

Mr. President, we must be very clear 
on one thing: what is at stake in any 
proposal to legalize wiretapping and 
eavesdropping is our very freedom em
bodied in those liberties inalienably 
guaranteed us by the Constitution. 

In a democratic society privacy of 
communication is absolutely essential if 
citizens are to think and act creatively 
and constructively. Fear or suspicion 
that one's speech is being monitored by a 
stranger, even without the reality of such 
activity, can have a seriously inhibiting 
effect upon the willingness to voice crit
ical and constructive ideas. 

When we open this door of privacy to 
the Government-when the door is 
widely agape-as Alan Barth rightly 
points out, it is only a very short step 
to allowing the Government to rifle our 
mails and search our homes. A nation 
which countenances these practices soon 
ceases to be free. 
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PRESENT LEGAL STATUS INTOLERABLE 

The chaotic conditions presently exist
ing in this area, however, serve neither 
the interests of individual liberty nor 
the legitimate needs of law enforcement; 
they can no longer be tolerated. 

Wholesale violations of existing law by 
individuals and law-enforcement agen
cies across the country must cease. 

The virtual absence of any regulation 
o.t eavesdropping, in the face of its in
creasing prevalence and the exploding 
technology in the area must be remedied. 

The confusing hodgepodge of stand
ards under the State laws must be clar
ified. 

New legislation is, therefore, an ur
gent necessity under which wiretapping 
and eavesdropping would be narrowly 
confined and stringently controlled, 
under uniform standards and precisely 
defined circumstances. 

But, in my estimation, title III does not 
fill this bill. 

If ever there were a case of putting 
out a fire by the deluge of the Pacific 
Ocean, title III is it. On the chance 
that by wiretapping and eavesdropping, 
the police will monitor and record the 
plotting of a crime, the instant bill would 
allow the police to put a virtual end to 
privacy in America. 

To me, the sacrifice is altogether out 
of proportion to the gain. 

To be sure, title III has incorporated, 
substantially verbatim, many of the pro
visions of S. 928, which I cosponsored. 

I also strongly endorse the portions of 
title III concerned with protecting the in
dividual from electronic invasions of his 
privacy by private persons. 

I approve, too, of the excellent pro
hibitions on the manufacture, shipment, 
or advertising of electronic surveillance 
devices. If we are to make substantial 
progress toward protecting individual 
privacy, we must sharply curtail the sup
ply of the nefarious devices that are so 
easily obtained in the market today. 

TITLE m GOES TOO FAR 

But these protections are scant com
pensation for the grave threat to privacy 
engendered by the permissive provisions 
in the remainder of title III. Police-con
ducted invasions of privacy are author
ized to investigate a vast range of Federal 
or state crimes. Section 2516(1) offers a 
shopping list of crimes for which Federal 
warrants may be issued that is far too 
broad to be reconciled with any legiti
mate law-enforcement purpose. And the 
provisions of Section 2516(2) gives carte 
blanche to StaJte and local police to en
gage in wiretapping and eavesdropping 
for any felony whatsoever. 

So long as a willing judge is found to 
issue a surveillance warrant, there is no 
bar to massive electronic surveillance by 
the police at every level-Federal, state, 
or local. The statutory requirement of a 
judicial warrant is simply inadequaJte to 
protect the precious right of the individ
ual to privacy. The ease with which some 
judges now rubber stamp conventional 
search warrants is notorious. No doubt, 
the vast majority of judges will take 
great care to make proper findings be
fore issuing surveillance warrants. We 
shall inevitably find, however, that law
enforcement officers in search of surveil-

lance warrants will seek out the judges 
who are less exacting or less cautious in 
their dispensa ti.on. 

There are at least three other signifi
cant loopholes in the court-order sys
tem. Tapping and bugging can be con
ducted for 48 hours without having to 
secure prior judicial authorization. 

The President or his designee may au
thorize tapping and bugging without a 
court order in cases other than national 
security, possibly including political situ
ations. 

The definitions of the terms "inter
cept" and "devices" are so loosely drawn, 
that all law enforcement officers would 
appear to be exempt from the provisions 
requiring judicial control. 

Section 2815(5) of the bill allows a 
Court order to be issued authorizing wire
tapping and eavesdropping for as long 
a period "as is necessary to achieve the 
objective of the authorization.'' The only 
limitation the issuance of open ended 
surveillance orders is that if an order is 
issued for a period longer than 30 days, 
progress reports must be made to the 
issuing judge at 30-day intervals--sec
tion 2518 (6). The bill thus contemplates 
surveillance periods of 60 days, 90 days, 
or even longer. 

Equally serious, the section is likely to 
be read as inviting the routine issuance 
of surveillance orders for 30-day periods. 

A most serious constitutional objec
tion may be rais·ed against this provision, 
particularly in the light of two leading 
cases recently handed down by the Su
preme Court-Berger v. New York, 388 
U.S. 41 (1967), and Katz v. United 
States-U.S.-(1967). 

In the Berger case, the Court held in
valid a New York statute authorizing 
the issuance of surveillance orders for 
2-month periods. The opinion of Mr. 
Justice Clark for the Court sharply criti
cized the lengthy surveillance period on 
three separate grounds: 

First, authorization of electronic sur
veillance for the long period is equiv
alent to a series of intrusions over the 
entire period pursuant to a single show
ing of probable cause. 

Second, the long surveillance period 
effectively avoids the requirement of 
prompt execution of the order, a require
ment applicable under existing law in the 
case of conventional search warrants. 

Third, the conversations of any and all 
persons coming into the area are re
corded indiscriminately during the entire 
surveillance period, without regard to 
their connection to the crime under in
vestigation. 

On the other hand, the surveillance in 
the Katz case was extremely precise and 
discriminate, involving the recording by 
FBI agents of the subject's conversations 
from a public telephone booth, averaging 
about 3 minutes each day over a 7-day 
period. So that in this case a surveillance 
order could have been issued pinpointing 
the conversations to be seized within 
minutes of their occurrence. 

At the very least, then, Berger and 
Katz strongly suggest that the period of 
surveillance must be brief. Even under a 
generous reading of the Court's decisions, 
15 to 30 days would, in all likelihood, rep
resent the outer limit for a reasonably 
statutory period. 

By authorizing monitoring of -the most 
dragnet character and in the most indis
criminate manner for unlimited periods 
of time, title III flouts the Court's clear 
intention to limit official surveillance as 
a form of search to plainly specified 
times, places, and objectives-in the same 
way that a search for some physical ob
ject is limited. 

Although paragraph 3 of section 2517 
prohibits the disclosure of law-enforce
ment officers of illegally intercepted 
communications in criminal trials or 
grand jury proceedings, paragraphs 1 
and 2 make clear that such communica
tions may be disclosed or used for a host 
of other purposes. 

Under paragraphs 1 and 2, any inves
tigative or law-enforcement officer may 
disclose the contents of intercepted com
munications to another officer if the dis
closure is in the performance of his 
duties; any officer having knowledge of 
such authorized intercepted communica
tion may use it in the proper discharge 
of his official duties; and any other per
son who has knowledge of such inter
ceptions may disclose its contents while 
testifying under oath in any Federal or 
State criminal or grand jury proceeding. 

I do not believe that such license is 
either wise or desirable. Indeed, it is 
likely to encourage illegal electronic sur
veillance, especially in cases where 
parties to a communication are not the 
real objects of the surveillance. 

Section 2517 ( 2) , moreover, contains 
very inadequate restrictions on the State 
offenses for which surveillance orders 
may be issued. Although the bill specifies 
a range of serious Federal offenses for 
which a court order may be issued, the 
categories of State offenses if open ended 
and includes any crime "punishable by 
not less than 1 year" in prison. 

In many States, minor offenses carry 
a maximum penalty of 1 year's imprison
ment and would thus qualify as offenses 
for which surveillance orders could be 
issued. 

This provision invites eavesdropping 
in all manner of crime, trivial as well 
as serious. It would allow the cloak of 
judicial authorization to be thrown about 
the police by State judges as well as 
Federal. The practical effect of all this 
is to render official eavesdropping very 
nearly universal. 

I oppose the enactment of any per
missive electronic surveillance legisla
tion at the present time. I especially re
gret the action of the committee in tying 
such legislation to the crucially im
portant provisions of the law enforce
ment assistance program in title I of the 
bill. 

At the same time, however, I recognize 
that there may be areas of law enforce
ment in which some police eavesdrop
ping and wiretapping may eventually be 
shown to be necessary. In matters of 
national security, for example, electronic 
surveillance may be essential because 
the stakes involved are so high. 

In matters involving organized cr ime, 
electronic surveillance may be essential 
because of the shroud of secrecy that 
organized crime can and does command 
to the death. 

I cannot believe, however, that such 
surveillance is needed in the investiga-
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tion of the myriad other Federal and 
State crimes for which warrants are 
authorized under the bill. If title III is 
to be enacted in some form, I urge Con
gress to limit the use of surveillance to 
the narrow areas of national security and 
hard-core organized crime, and even 
then to allow such surveillance to be 
conducted only by the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. 

TO COMBAT ORGANIZED CRIME 

The President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, in its report on organized crime, 
stated as follows: 

The great majority of law enforcement of
ficials believe that the evidence necessary to 
bring criminal sanctions to bear consistently 
on the higher echelons of organized crime 
will not be obtained without the aid of elec
tronic surveillance techniques. 

The report went on to say that com
munication is essential to members of 
the underworld who operate their enter
prises. For, in organized crime enter
prises, the possibility of loss or seizure of 
an incriminating document demands a 
minimum of written communication. 

Furthermore, because of the varied 
character of organized criminal enter
prises, the large numbers of persons em
ployed in them, and often the great dis
tances separating elements of the na
tional-or international-organization, 
the telephone remains the primary ve
hicle for communication. 

I firmly believe, however, that, if au
thority to bug and tap hard-core orga
nized crime is given, it must be granted 
only with very stringent limitations. 

As I mentioned previously, it should be 
granted only to the FBI. As hard-core 
organized crime is national and even in
ternational, and as the FBI is the pri
mary investigative agency dealing with 
this problem, there is no basis whatever 
to extend this authority to the States. 

There should be a court-order system 
under which the order is to be obtained 
from the Chief Judge of the U.S. Dis
trict Court or such judge as the Chief 
Judge shall designate, or the Chief Judge 
of the U.S. Courts of Appeals or such 
judge as the Chief Judge of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals shall designate. I ad
vance this suggestion to restrict the pos
sibility of judge shopping. 

As suggested in the Berger case, ap
plications to the court should be re
quired to describe with particularity the 
conversations sought. The High Court 
said in that case that failure to do so 
"gives the officer a roving commission 
to seize any and all conversations. As 
with general warrants this leaves too 
much to the discretion of the officer ex
ecuting the order." 

There should be required in the ap
plications also a showing that the nor
mal investigative procedures have been 
tried and have failed or reasonably ap
pear to be unlikely to succeed if tried, 
or to be too dangerous. 

The thought underlying this require
ment is that wiretapping and eavesdrop
ping should not be used unless absolute
ly necessary. 

However, it should be specified that a 
mere "boiler plate recital" of the statu
tory language will not satisfy this re-

quirement. A description, with particu
lars, of efforts that have been made to 
obtain evidence without wiretapping and 
eavesdropping, and a reasoned justifica
tion of the need for using such methods, 
should be included in the applications. 

Finally, the initial period of validity 
should be quite short, as required by the 
Berger case-perhaps a week at the most. 
Extensions of similar duration should be 
granted only upon a renewed showing of 
probable cause, on new motion papers. 

I would further urge that papers for a 
renewal order should set forth some evi
dence beyond that contained in the orig
inal papers, particularly since the an
ticipated conversations to be intercepted 
should be described with particularity. 

NEW, UNtESTED AREA 

In this very new and relatively un
tested area, I feel strongly that we should 
proceed with great caution, resolving 
doubts generally in favor of restriction 
and privacy-unless a strong case is 
made to the contrary. 

The truth is that wiretapping and 
eavesdropping are law-enforcement 
weapons whose value and impact are as 
yet dimly perceived. At the present time, 
we can only speculate on the burdens and 
benefits involved. In our present state of 
knowledge, we simply ought not to create 
a blanket authorization for the wholesale 
use of such an ultimate weapon. 

I am fearful that if these wiretapping 
and eavesdropping practices are allowed 
to continue on a widespread scale, we 
will soon become a nation in fear-a 
police state. 

Further, if title III is to be enacted, I 
urge that its permissive provisions be 
limited to a life of 5 years. If wire
tapping and eavesdropping prove in ac
tual experience to be useful, and their 
cost is not too great, then Congress, I am 
sure, will not hesitate to make the legis
lation permanent. In light of the tre
mendously advanced state of technology 
today, with its vast potential for inva
sion of privacy, we owe it to each in
dividual American citizen to require this 
second look at title III before it passes 
with finality into the statute books. 

I also respectfully suggest that title III 
be amended to include a requirement 
that a national commission be ap
pointed to study the results of electronic 
surveillance carried out under the bill, 
and to report to Congress on whether 
the legislation has been effective. 

In this manner, the judgment of Con
gress on this basic issue will be as fully 
informed as possible. The right to pri
vacy is deeply valued by our society. It 
deserves no less. 

AMENDMENT NO. 747 

Mr. President, ! now introduce, for 
myself, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. HART], and the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
LoNG], an amendment to title III of the 
bill covering the points I have just raised: 

First. Limitation on use of electronic 
surveillance to organized crime cases. 

Second. Elimination of wiretapping 
and eavesdropping by State officers. 

Third. Limitation on wiretapping and 
eavesdropping to FBI officers. 

Fourth. Limitation on judges who may 

issue warrants for wiretapping and 
eavesdropping. 

Fifth. Limitation on period of surveil
lance to 7 days. 

Sixth. Termination of title III after 5 
years. 

Seventh. National commission. 
I ask that the text of the amendment 

be printed at this point in the RECORD. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD 

of Virginia in the chair) . The amend
ment will be received and printed, and 
will lie on the table; and, without ob
jection, the amendment will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The amendment (No. 747) is as follows 
On page 62, line 5, immediately after "in

terception", insert "is directly related to an 
investig'ation of organized crime and". 

On page 67, line 22, strike out the period 
and insert a seinicolon and the word "and". 

On page 67, bertween lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

"(f) the relation of the appl1oatwn ro an 
investigation of organized crime." 

On page 53, line 7, strike out the period 
and insert a semicolon and the word "·and". 

On page 53, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 

"(12) 'organized crime• means the unlaw
ful activities of the members of a highly 
organiood, disciplined association engaged in 
supplying illegal goods and services, includ
ing but not liinited to gambling, prostitution, 
loan sharking, narcotics, labor racketeering, 
and other unlawful activities of members of 
such organizations." 

On page 51, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 6. 

On page 52, line 8, beginning with the 
first "or", strike out all through the comma 
on line 9. 

On page 58, line 19, beginning with the 
second comma, strike out all through the 
comma on line 20. 

On page 61, line 17, strike out the follow
ing: "a State, or a political subdivision 
thereof". 

On page 63, beginning with line 17, strike 
out all through line 11 on page 64. 

On page 70, line 20, beginning with "or", 
strike out all through "State" on line 22. 

On page 76, line 12, beginning with "or", 
strike out all through the comma on line 14. 

On page 62, line 3, beginning with the 
comma, strike out all through the comma 
on line 5. 

On page 52, beginning with line 20, strike 
out all through line 2:5 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(a) the chief judge of a United States 
district court or such judge as he may desig
nate, or the chief judge of a United States 
court of appeals or such judge as he may 
designate;". 

On page 69, line 22, strike out "thirty" and 
insert "seven". 

On page 70, line 4, strike out "thirty" and 
insert "seven". 

On page 70, line 10, strike out "thirty" and 
insert "seven". 

On page 80, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

"SEc. 804. (a) Except as provided in sub
section (b) of this section, upon the expira
tion of the fifth year following the date of 
the enactment of this Act, section 2514 and 
sections 2516 through 2518 of title 18, United 
States Code, shall have no force or effect. 

"(b) During the eighteen-month period 
beginning on the expiration of the fifth year 
following the date of the enactment of this 
Act--

.. ( 1 ) the provisions of section 2514 of ti tie 
18, United States Code (relating to immunity 
of witnesses) shall apply with respect to 
cases or proceedings before any grand jury or 
court of the United States involving any vio
lation of chapter 119 of such title (or any 
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conspiracy to violate such chapter) which 
occurred prior to the expiration of such year; 

"(2) the provisions of section 2517 of title 
18, United States Code (relating to author
ization for disclosure and use of intercepted 
wire or oral communications) shall apply 
with respect to wire or oral communications 
intercepted prior to the expiration of such 
year; and 

" ( 3) the provisions of paragraphs ( 8) , 
(9), and (10) of section 2518 of title 18, 
United States Code, shall apply with respect 
to wire and oral communications intercepted 
prior to the expiration of such year. 

"SEc. 805. (a) Within three years after the 
date of this Act, there shall be established a 
National Commission on Electronic Surveil
lance. 

" (b) The Commission shall be composed 
of: 

"(1) three Members of the Senate ap
pointed by the President of the Senate, 

"(2) three Members of the House of Rep
resentatives appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, 

"(3) three Members appointed by the 
President of the United States, one of whom 
shall be the Attorney General of the United 
States, whom he shall designate as Chair
man, and 

"(4) one United States circuit judge and 
two United States district judges appointed 
by the Chief Justice of the United States. 

"At no time shall more than two of the 
members appointed under paragraph ( 1), 
paragraph (2), or paragraph (3) be persons 
who are members of the same political party. 

"Any vacancy in the Commission shall 
not affect its powers but shall be filled in 
the same manner in which the original ap
pointment was made, and subject to the same 
limitations with respect to party affiliations 
as the original appointment was made. 

"Seven members shall constitute a quorum, 
but a lesser number may conduct hearings. 

" (c) The Commission shall make a full 
and complete review and study of the op
eration of the provisions of this title, for the 
purpose of recommending to the Congress 
legislation for the amendment, revision, or 
repeal of such provisions, and such other 
changes as the Commission may feel will 
serve the interests of law enforcement, the 
administration of criminal justice, and the 
right of privacy. 

" (d) ( 1) A member of the Commission who 
is a Member of Congress, in the executive 
branch of the Government, or a judge shall 
serve without additional compensation, but 
shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, 
and other necessary expenses incurred in the 
performance of duties vested ln the Commis
sion. 

"(2) A member of the Commission from 
private life shall receive $75 per diem when 
engaged in the actual performance of duties 
vested in the Commission, plus reimburse
ment for travel, subsistence, and other neces
sary expenses incurred in the performance of 
such duties. 

" (e) ( 1) The Director of the Commission 
shall be appointed by the Commission with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and may be paid without 
regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title 
relating to classification and General Sched
ule pay rates. 

"(2) The Director shall serve as the Com
mission's reporter, and, subject to the di
rection of the Commission, shall supervise 
the activities of persons employed under the 
Commission, the preparation of reports, and 
shall perform such other duties as may be 
assigned him within the scope of the func
tions of the Commission. 

"(3) Within the limits of funds appropri
ated for such purpose, individuals may be 
employed by the Commission for service with 
the Commission staff without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, gov-

erning appointments in the competitive serv
ice, and may be paid without regard to the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III 
of chapter 53 of such title relating to classi
fication and General Schedule pay rates. 

" ( 4) The Chairman of the Commission 
is authorized to obtain the services of ex
perts and consultants in accordance with 
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

"(f) (1) There is hereby established a com
mittee of fifteen members to be known as the 
Advisory Committee on Electronic Surveil
lance (hereinafter referred to as the 'Ad
visory Committee'), to advise and consult 
with the Commission. The Advisory Commit
tee shall be appointed by the Commission 
and shall include lawyers, businessmen, and 
persons from other segments of life in the 
United States competent to provide advice 
for the Commission. 

"(2) Members of the Advisory Committee 
shall not be deemed to be officers or em
ployees of the United States by virtue of such 
service and shall receive no compensation, 
but shall be reimbursed for travel, subsis
tence, and other necessary expenses incurred 
by them by virtue of such service to the 
Commission. 

"(g) The Commission is authorized to re
quest from any department, agency, or in
dependent instrumentality of the Federal 
Government or any State or local government 
any information and assistance it deems nec
essary to carry out its functions under this 
section and each such department, agency, 
and instrumentality is authorized to cooper
ate with the Commission and, to the extent 
permitted by law, to furnish such information 
and assistance to the Commission upon re
quest made by the Chairman or any other 
member when acting as Chairman. 

"(h) The Commission shall submit in
terim reports to the President and the Con
gress at such times as the Commission may 
deem appropriate, and in any event within 
five years after the date of this Act, and 
shall submit its final report within six years 
after the date of this Act. The Commission 
shall cease to exist sixty days after the date 
of the submission of its final report. 

" ( i) The General Services Administration 
shall provide administrative services for the 
Commission on a reimbursable basis. 

"(j) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas
ury not otherwise appropriated, such 
amounts, not to exceed a total of $500,000, 
as may be necessary to carry out the pro
visions of this section." 

TITLE IV-HANDGUN CONTROL 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, all citizens 
of the United States are aware of the 
danger presented by the possession of 
firearms by irresponsible and criminal 
members of our society. We have noth
ing to fear from the possession of fire
arms by responsible citizens in the pur
suit of the legitimate goals of recreation 
or self-protection. 

However, as I have repeatedly pointed 
out in the past, we must prevent indis
criminate purchase of weapons and con
trol their use, so that our citizens are 
protected from their unlawful and de
structive use. 

As approved by the committee, title IV 
contains the following provisions: 

First. Prohibits the interstate mail or
der sale of handguns except between fed
erally licensed dealers. 

Second. Prohibits the over-the-coun
ter sale of handguns to persons not re
siding in the State in which the dealer's 
place of business is located. 

Third. Prohibits a Federal dealer from 
selling a handgun to a person under 21 
years of age. 

Fourth. Prohibits a Federal dealer 

from selling a firearm to a person who 
the licensee believes is prohibited by 
State or local law from receiving or pos
sessing a firearm. Rifles and shotguns 
are included in the definition of "fire
arm." 

Fifth. Provides higher standards for 
obtaining Federal firearms dealer li
censes and increases the licensing fees 
for dealers, importers, and manufac
turers. 

Sixth. Regulates the importation of 
firearms into the United States by ex
cluding surplus military handguns and 
rifles and shotguns not suitable for sport
ing purposes. 

Seventh. Prohibits the sale of destruc
tive devices-antitank guns, bombs, 
grenades--machineguns and sawed-off 
rifles and shotguns unless the dealer has 
a sworn statement from the purchaser's 
local law enforcement officer stating that 
no law would be violated by such per
son's possession. 

Eighth. Prohibits the interstate trans
portation of destructive devices, ma
chineguns, and sawed-off rifles and shot
guns in interstate commerce except be
tween licensed dealers or as authorized 
by the Treasury Secretary. 

Ninth. Prohibits the transportation or 
receipt in interstate commerce of a fire
arm-including rifles and shotguns
knowing a felony is to be committed with 
it. 

TITLE IV VERY INADEQUATE 

Although this title represents the first 
step to effective Federal gun control leg
islation and has my support, I strongly 
believe that it is entirely inadequate. By 
limiting its coverage only to handguns 
and excluding rifles and long guns, title 
IV falls far short of the strong and effec
tive firearms control legislation so ur
gently required to control crime. 

These weapons, accounting for ap
proximately 30 percent of all homicides 
in this country, would still be freely 
available in every State of the Union. 

As it now stands, title IV would pro
hibit primarily the interstate mail order 
sale of pistols, thus controlling a relative
ly easy method of illegal supply to buyers 
in States with law against unlicensed 
handgun ownership. 

The title also would limit but not pro
hibit over-the-counter pistol transac
tions by forbidding sales to nonresidents 
of the States in which the purchase was 
made. It would make gun dealers crim
inally liable for sales in violation of Fed
eral or State laws. 

The bill would affect long guns in 
only two ways. First, it would authorize 
the Treasury Department to control im
ports of weapons not suitable for sport
ing purposes. Second, it would prohibit 
the sale of any handgun or long gun in 
violation of the law of the State where 
the sale is made, or which the seller 
knows will be used in a felony. 

In no way does the bill inconvenience 
hunters and sportsmen. But it does 
frustrate the juvenile, the felons, and 
the fugitives who today can, with ano
nymity and impunity, buy handguns by 
mail and in States with lax firearms con
trol laws, regardless of the law of their 
own State. 

Title IV represents the least Congress 
can do to mee·t the pressing public inter-
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-est to protect against unrestricted gun 
traffic in this country. If just this much 
1lrearms regulatory legisl~tion is ulti
mately enacted, it will be the :first time 
in 30 years that any such significant law 
has been adopted. 

But it is not nearly enough. 
As one who has, since 1963, urged the 

adoption of a strong, comprehensive gun 
control law, I consider the provisions 
contained in S. 1, to control the indis
criminate sale of all :firearms-rifles as 
well as handguns-as being the :first ef
fective step in that direction. 

S. 1 would limit the number of :fire
arms in the possession of minors and per
sons with serious criminal records. It 
would limit the mail order sale of all 
:firearms in interstate commerce, unless 
the purchaser is positively identified. 

In short, title IV should be amended so 
as to cover not only handguns but all 
types of :firearms. 

MANDATE FOR COMPREHENSIVE LAW 

Mr. President, the Congress has a very 
clear mandate from the people of the 
Nation to pass such a strong and compre
hensive law. 

Two public opinion polls in the last 2 
years underline this fact most emphati
cally. 

In September 1966, the Gallup poll re
ported 68 percent of all Americans fav
ored legislation making a police permit 
a prerequisite to any :firearm purchase. 
The Harris poll released April 23, 1968, 
showed that public support of such a 
regulation had mounted to 71 percent
nearly three out of every four Americans 
favoring legislation to control the sales 
of :firearms "such as making all persons 
register all gun purchases no matter 
where they buy them." 

Quite significantly, both polls indicated 
that most gunowners themselves support 
Federal :firearms control, including reg
istration. Gallup reported 56 percent of 
all gunowners favored such a law; Harris 
registered support by a better than 2-to-1 
margin, 65 percent to 31 percent. 

The International Association of 
Chiefs of Police, representing law en
forcement officers from across the Na
tion, have voted overwhelmingly to en
dorse S. 1; so have the American Bar As
sociation, the National Association of 
Citizens Crime Commissions, and the 
President's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and Administration of Justice. 
FACTS AND FIGURES MAKE COMPELLING CASE FOR 

COMPREHENSIVE LAW 

In this country, according to one esti
mate, some 20,000 laws deal with the 
manufacture, sale, and use of :firearms. 
But none are effective. They stand utterly 
useless in any effort to control the indis
criminate sale and use of :firearms in 
America. 

In 41 States and the District of Colum
bia, one can buy either a rifle or a pistol 
without a license of any kind; in seven 
States the law requires a permit to buy a 
handgun; one State, South Carolina, 
prohibits the sale of handguns; and two 
States, Hawaii, and New Jersey, now re
quire the registration of E~Jl guns by de
scription, serial number, and ownership. 

Even more compelling is the fact that 
in States which have strong gun control 
laws, homicides committed with guns are 

less common than in States with no law 
or which have ineffective controls. For 
example: In four States having strong 
gun control laws, the proportion of mur
ders committed with :firearms to the total 
number of homicides committed in the 
last 4 years, according to the FBI report, 
was well below the national average of 57 
percent. In Pennsylvania, :firearm mur
ders were 43 percent of the total; in New 
Jersey, 39 percent; in Massachusetts, 35 
percent; in New York, 32 percent. On the 
other hand, States with minimal controls 
or no such law had much higher rates: 
Colorado, 59 percent; Louisiana, 62 per
cent; Arizona, 66 percent; Montana, 68 
percent; Texas, 69 percent; and Nebras
ka, 70 percent. 

Figures for our cities told the same 
story. 

During 1965 hearings of the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency, 
Attorney General Katzenbach pointed 
out that in Dallas, Tex., and Phoenix, 
Ariz., where :firearms regulations are vir
tually nonexistent, the percentage of 
homicides committed by guns in 1963 was 
72 percent in Dallas and 65.9 percent in 
Phoenix. 

On the other hand, in cities having 
strong regulations, the :figures were 
markedly lower: Chicago, 46.4 percent; 
Los Angeles, 43.5 percent; Detroit, 40 
percent; Philadelphia, 36 percent; New 
York, 25 percent. 

The only Federal laws concerning :fire
arms-the National Firearms Act of 
1934, and the Federal Firearms Act of 
1938-have been aptly described by one 
commentator as "antiquated and impo
tent legal travesties." 

Facts and :figures overwhelmingly sup
port the urgent need for a comprehensive 
law. According to surveys taken in 1966, 
59 percent of all murders were committed 
with guns-the highest percentage ever 
recorded; aggravated assaults with a gun 
rose by 22 percent; and armed robbery, 
which comprises 58 percent of all rob
beries, rose 10 percent. 

It is -also known what a staggering toll 
guns take annually. For example, in 1966, 
guns were used in an estimated 6,552 
murders, 10,000 suicides, and 2,600 ac
cidental deaths-a total of about 19,000 
deaths. In addition, they were used in 
about 43,000 serious assaults and 50,000 
robberies, and they caused an estimated 
100,000 nonfatal injuries. 

Since 1900, three-quarters of a million 
people in this country have been killed 
by privately owned guns-one-third 
again as many as have been killed in all 
the wars in which the United States has 
been involved. 

No one can make even a rough guess 
at how many guns are in private hands 
in this country. Estimates have ranged 
from a low of 50 million to a high of 200 
million. 

It is known, however, that each year 2 
million domestically manufactured guns 
and 1 million imported guns are sold. In 
other words, in the course of each work
ing day, about 10,000 guns reach private 
hands. 

These are rather frightening statistics. 
Still other statistics add up to an ex

tremely compelling case for extending 
the controls proposed by title IV to rifles 
and shotguns. 

During the years 1960 through the 
first 6 months of 1965, in 107 cities 
having populations of more than 100,000: 
805 rifles and shotguns were confiscated 
by law enforcement officials from juve
niles; 23,130 rifles and shotguns were 
confiscated; 505 rifle murders were com
mitted; 705 shotgun murders were com
mitted; 919 rifle robberies were perpe
trated; 1,989 shotgun robberies were 
perpetrated; 1,813 rifle assaults were 
committed; 2,361 rifles were seized on 
illegal weapons charges; 2,217 shotguns 
were seized on illegal weapons charges; 
6,151 rifles were misused in crimes; 7,884 
shotguns were misused in crimes; and 
14,884 crimes were committed in which 
rifles or shotguns were used. 

According to the FBI Uniform Crime 
Report for 1966, 1,747 persons were mur
dered in the United States with rifles 
and shotguns that year. 

In a report dated August 11, 1967, the 
Director of the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax 
Division wrote that the strongest argu
ment for including long guns in a :fire
arms control law is the fact that they can 
be, and frequently are, converted into 
concealable weapons for criminal use. 

We have reviewed 200 recent firearms vio
lation case reports-

He said-
and found that there were 98 sawed-off shot
guns and 14 sawed-off rifies out of a total 
of 207 guns involved in these cases. 

It seems obvious to me that, if strict 
controls are imposed on handguns with
out imposing similar restrictions on long 
guns, the criminal element will continue 
to have ready access to concealable weap
ons by the simple expedient of purchas
ing an uncontrolled long gun and con
verting it into a handgun. 

The controls proposed in S. 1 would 
reduce the easy availability of rifles and 
shotguns to persons with criminal rec
ords by prohibiting federally licensed 
dealers from making sales to felons and 
by making it a criminal offense for a 
felon to give false information to the 
dealer concerning his criminal record. 

There is absolutely no doubt in my 
mind that a good, strong, Federal fire
arms control law is long, long overdue. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, I recognize that the 
many issues I have been discussing are 
extremely complex-having the most 
profound implications for the direction 
American society will take in the years 
ahead. There are, in addition, grave con
stitutional questions which must be re
solved. 

It is my hope that all of these issues 
and problems will be thoroughly debated 
and considered during the course of dis
cussion in the days ahead, and that Sen
ators will take into account the points 
I have raised today on each of the titles 
of the bill. 

In the final analysis, I am hopeful that 
we will adopt title I's aid to law enforce
ment and extend the application of title 
IV across the board to all types of fire
arms. But I expect that these provisions 
will not be purchased by the sacrifice of 
freedom entailed in titles II and III. 

I am confident that a majority of my 
colleagues will scrutinize these proposals 
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with great care and condemn them as 
derogations of the principles for which 
our Nation was founded. 

For it will be recognized that our law 
must not have the effect of diminishing 
the liberties of our citizens, but to en
large and enhance them. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Senate had passed the following bills 
and joint resolution of the Senate, 
severally with an amendment, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

s. 68. An act for the relief of Dr. Noel 0. 
Gonzalez; 

S. 107. An act for the relief of Cita RJ.ta 
Leola Ines; 

S. 9"09. An act for the relief of Paul L. 
Margaret, and Josephine Kirsteatter; 

S. 2248. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose 
Fuentes Roca; and 

S.J. Res. 129. A joint resolution to au
thorize the Secretary of Transportation to 
conduct a comprehensive study and investi
gat ion of the existing compensation system 
for motoc vehicle accident losses, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 1909) to 
provide for the striking of medals in 
commemoration of the 100th anniver
sary of the completion of the first trans
continental railroad, with amendments, 
in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
it had passed the following bills, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H.R. 3010. An act for the relief of Maria 
Prescilla Caramanzana; 

H.R. 5783. An act to amend titles 10, 14, 
and 37, United States Code, to provide for 
confinement and treatment of offenders 
against the Uniform Code of Military Jus
tice; 

H.R. 8241. An act for the relief of Victorino 
Severo Blanco; 

H.R. 10989. An act for the relief of Maria 
de Conceicao Botelho Pereira; 

H.R. 12115. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Orlando L. Fernandez; 

H.R. 12246. An act for the relief of Mario 
Santos Gomes; 

H.R. 12306. An act for the relief of Ann Su 
Gibson; 

H.R. 12502. An act for the relief of Miss 
Elizabeth Schofield; 

H.R. 12816. An act for the relief of Chris
topher Sloane (Bosmos); 

H .R. 14323. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elise C. Gill; 

H.R. 14739. An act to amend titles 10 and 
32, United States Code, to authorize addi
tional medical and dental care and other re
lated benefits for reservists and members of 
the National Guard, under certain conditions, 
and for other purposes; 

H .R. 15345. An act to provide security 
measures for banks and other financial in
stitutions; and 

H.R. 15822. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to establish the Robert 
S. Kerr Memorial Arboretum and Nature 
Center in the Ouachita National Forest in 
Oklahoma, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their titles and referred, as in
dicated: 

H.R. 5783. An act to amend titles 10, 14, 
and 37, United States Code, to provide for 
confinement and treatment of offenders 
against the Uniform Code of Military Justice; 
and 

H.R. 14739. An act to amend titles 10 and 
32, United States Code, to authorize addi
tional medical and dental care and other 
related benefits for reservists and members 
of the National Guard, under certain con
ditions, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

H.R. 15345. An act to provide security 
measures for banks and other financial in
stitutions; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

H.R. 15822. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to establish the Robert 
S. Kerr Memorial Arboretum and Nature 
Center in the Ouachita National F'orest in 
Oklahoma, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

H .R. 3010. An act for the relief of Maria 
Prescilla Caramanzana; 

H .R. 8241. An act for the relief of Victorino 
Severo Blanco; 

H.R. 10989. An act for the relief of Maria de 
Conceicao Botelho Pereia; 

H.R. 12115. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Orlando L. Fernandez; 

H .R. 12246. An act for the relief of Mario 
Santos Gomes; 

H.R. 12306. An act for the relief of Ann Su 
Gibson; 

H.R. 12502. An act for the relief of Miss 
Elizabeth Schofield; 

H.R. 12816. An act for the relief of Chris
topher Sloane (Bosmos); and 

H.R. 14323. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elise C. Gill; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that, not
withstanding the previous order recog
nizing the distinguished senior Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD] at this 
time, the distinguished senior Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND J 
be recognized for not to exceed 8 minutes 
on a subject not germane, and that rule 
VIII be, therefore, waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The Senator from South Carolina is 
recognized. 

CONTINUING VIOLENCE IN THE 
. CITY OF WASHINGTON 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 1 
week in the city of Washington, three 
men have been killed in armed robberies. 

The first was Benjamin Brown, who 
was shot and killed in his liquor store 
at 1100 Ninth Street, NW., on April 30, 
1968. 

The second was Emory Wade, who was 
shot and killed at the A. & P. store he 

managed at 821 Southern Avenue, Oxon 
Hill, on May 3, 1968. 

The third occw'l'ed yesterday. Ch arles 
M. Sweitzer, an employee of the Brins
field Rexall Drug Store at 3939 South 
Capitol Street, was shot and killed as he 
struggled with armed robbers. 

In addition to these tragic murders, 
fires are occurring at an alarming and 
unprecedented rate in the District of 
Columbia. 

On top of all of this, the leaders of the 
so-called Poor People's March openly 
speak of disrupting the city by blocking 
traffic on bridges and elsewhere. They 
speak of preventing Senators and Con
gressmen from entering their offices. 
There is substantial evidence that a 
group of militant leaders are dissatisfied 
with even this extreme approach. They 
plan to supplant this group with militant 
leaders who will incite riots and violence. 
This violence will include looting and 
burning-of which this city has already 
had more than its share. 

Add to all this the rumors which are 
flooding Washington, rumors of more 
violence throughout the city, rumors of 
deliberate extension of the violence to 
predominantly white areas in and 
around the District, rumors of a planned 
and coordinated effort to burn down the 
Nation's Capital. 

Fear has become a way of life in the 
city of Washington. Residents of the city 
have called my office wanting to know 
what is being done to prevent the im
pending violence. They want to know 
what they should do. Will they be safe 
if they stay in their homes? Should they 
make plans to leave the District? When 
is the violence likely to begin in ear
nest? On Mother's Day, as some rumors 
have it? When the poor people's march 
arrives? After the shantytown has been 
erected? 

Mr. President, the inhabitants of this 
city are owed the protection of the re
sponsible authorities in the District. Just 
as important, they are entitled to be re
assured that this protection is forthcom
ing. They are entitled to know that ef
fective steps are being taken to guaran
tee their safety. 

Today, they are not reassured. They 
know that sufficient steps were not taken 
before. They know troops were not called 
in soon enough. They know orders were 
given to restrain and restrict the meas
ures taken by the police and the troops 
in the city. They know this policy of 
restraint encouraged additional looting 
and burning. 

They also know that this city has not 
been "normal" since the last siege of 
violence following Martin Luther King's 
death. 

Mr. President, at this time I wish to 
read the article which appeared in this 
morning's Washington Post which de
scribed the death of Charles M. Sweitzer. 
GUNMEN SLAY EMPLOYEE IN STORE HOLDUP 

(By Alfred E. Lewis) 
A Southeast Washington drug store em

ployee was shot and killed yesterday-the 
third victim of armed robbers in the Wash
ington area within a week. 

The latest victim was Charles M. Sweitzer, 
59, who supervised the sundries department 
at the Brinsfield Rexall Drug Store, 3939 
South Capitol st. 
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Police said he died of an abdominal wound 

after he had wrestled a gun and a sack of 
the store's money away from one of four 
armed holdup men who invaded the store a 
few minutes before 4 p.m. Police said he was 
shot by an accomplice of the man he had 
disarmed. 

Sweitzer was felled seconds after he had 
fired at the fleeing man he had disarmed, po
lice said. One suspect was grabbed by an 
11th Precinct policeman who also had been 
fired at when he tried to thwart the holdup. 

Homicide Squad Lt. Patrick Burke said the 
policeman, Pvt. Daniel E. Keller, 23, was on 
duty at a polling station for the D.C. pri
maries in the Highland branch of the D.C. 
Public Library, diagonally across the street 
from the drug store. 

Police said two children ran up to Pvt. 
Keller and told him some men with guns 
were in the drug store. Keller ran to a side 
entrance, but ducked around to the front 
when he drew a shot from one of the bandits 
who wore a red hood over his face. 

The man with the red mask was leading 
the store owner, William S. Brinsfield, 63, 
toward the front of the store after forcing 
him to turn over a sack of money from the 
safe. As the two went by Sweitzer's counter, 
Sweitzer tackled the gunman, grabbing his 
gun and forcing him to drop the money sack, 
which contained between $500 and $800. 

As the red-hooded man broke away and 
ran out the door, Sweitzer fired once at him, 
and a second gunman, already outside the 
store, fired back. Sweitzer fell in the door
way and was pronounced dead on arrival in 
D.C. General Hospital. 

Meanwhile, as the suspect Pvt. Keller 
grabbed struggled to break the policeman's 
grasp, Keller fired three shots at the others. 

They disappeared in a heavily wooded area 
along Oxon Run Creek and an intensive 
search was being conducted last night. Police 
sent Canine Corpsmen, a dozen foot patrol
men and a helicopter into the area for the 
search. 

Sweitzer had worked for Brinsfield since 
1960. He and his wife Mazie, made their home 
at 2415 St. Clair dr., Hillcrest Heights, with 
their son, Clarence, 21, and daughter, Mar
garet, 20. 

Police said the suspect arrested by Pvt. 
Keller was 17 years old. He was sent to the 
Receiving Home to await Juvenile Court ac
tion on a murder charge. 

It was a week ago yesterday, almost to the 
hour, that Benjamin Brown, 59, was shot and 
killed in his liquor store at 1100 9th st. nw. 

On Friday, Emory Wade, 40, was shot and 
killed by a gunman who held up the A&P 
grocery branch he managed at 821 Southern 
ave., Oxon Hill. Police said at least one arrest 
has been made in all three of the fatal 
holdups. 

Mr. President, again I call on the re
sponsible authorities in this city-the 
President of the United States, the At
torney General, the Secretary of the In
terior, Mayor Walter Washington, and 
certainly Safety Commissioner Murphy
to make known to the public that sufii
cient measures have been planned to 
protect this city. Again I urge that steps 
be taken to prevent this so-called poor 
people's march. Such actions would not 
only reassure the residents of the Dis
trict-and the cities of all America-that 
the Nation's Capital is safe; it would also 
serve notice on those plotting violence 
that their actions would be stopped-by 
whatever force necessary-and act as a 
deterrent to the impending chaos in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Connecticut 
yield to me for a unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. DODD. I yield. 

STUDENT UNREST AND CRIME IN 
THE STREETS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the following arti
cles published in the Washington Eve
ning Star for today, May 8, 1968: 

"War Hero Dies Trying To Foil Ban
dits," written by Barry Kalb. 

"Bus 'Train' Ready To Roll to District 
of Columbia To Build Shack City," writ
ten by Charles Conconi. 

"Young People Spark March," written 
by Haynes Johnson. 

"Arsonists in District of Columbia Start 
Nine Fires During Night," written by 
Walter Gold. 

"Northeast Businessmen Ask Crime 
Curb," written by Paul Delaney. 

"Students Across Nation Press College 
Demands." 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WAR HERO Dms TRYING To FoiL BANDITS 
(By Barry Kalb) 

Charles (Sarge) Sweitzer was a hero again 
yesterd·ay, but it cost him his life. 

He was shot to death trying to rescue his 
boss, the hostage of a drugstore bandit. 

Sweit2ler was a master s·ergean t in the Air 
Force until he re.tired in 1960 and went to 
work at Brinsfield's Rexall Drug Sto·re, 3939 
South Capitol St. He was in charge of the 
camera counter. 

Sweitzer had made it through World War 
II, earning the Distinguished Flying Cross, 
one of the Army Air Corps highest honors. 
But after he went to work at the drugstore, 
his 21-year-old son, Clarence, said yesterday, 
"I always wondered if s·omething would hap
pen." Sweitzer would have been 59 on May 31. 

FOUR GUNMEN ENTER 
Yesterday at 3:35p.m., four young men, at 

least one of them wearing a red mask over 
his face, entered the drugstore and drew 
guns. 

According to police, two young boys in the 
store, seeing the guns, ran across the street 
to where Pvt. Daniel E. Keller of the 11th 
Precinct wa,s guarding the polling place in 
the Washington Highlands Library. 

Keller ran in to the side door of the drug
store, police said, where he found three of 
the robbe·rs with their guns drawn. He told 
them to put their hands up, but the fourth, 
who was in the back of the store with the 
owner, William S. Brinsfield, fired a shot at 
the 23-year-old policeman. The shot missed. 

At this, the four broke for the front door, 
the one who had fired the shot pushing 
Brinsfield a,heatd of him and trying to carry 
a white sack with several hundred dollars loot 
at the same time. 

"He grabbed me by my white coat and was 
pushing me out with the gun in my back," 
Brinsfield, 63, said later. 

"As we passed the cigar counter, Charles 
grabbed him from behind. He took his gun 
away. He tried to shoot-he pulled the trig
ger a few times-but nothing happened." 

The robber dropped the sack with the 
money, but one of the other bandits shot 
Sweitzer in the abdomen. 

A customer, John R. Wheatley, said 
Sweitzer "staggered and fell into the door
way." Brinsfield was unharmed. 

When the bandits ran out the front, police 
said Keller ran back out the side door and 
around to the front, where he seized a 17-
year-old youth. 

Asst. Chief of Police George Donahue said 
Keller fired three shots at the robbers who 
were running away, but it was not known if 
Keller hit anybody. 

Two of the fleeing bandits ran in to a 
wooded hollow surrounding Oxon Run Creek, 
in the area of Valley and Wayne Streets SE. 

THREE STILL AT LARGE 
Additional police officers arrived quickly, 

and a helicopter was called in, but the three 
were still at large today. 

The 17-year-old was charged with murder. 
Lt. Patrick Burke of the homicide squad 
identified him as Walter Howard Jr. of the 
1300 block of D Street NE. 

Sweitzer was pronounced dead at D.C. Gen
eral Hospital. 

Sweitzer lived with his wife, Mazie, his 
son, and his daughter, Margaret, 20, at 2514 
St. Clair Drive, Hillcrest Heights. 

His was the third slaying by holdup men 
in eight days in the metropolitan area. 

Benjamin Brown, 58, of 1900 Lyttonsville 
Road, Silver Spring, was shot last Tuesday in 
his liquor store at 1100 9th St. NW. Emory E. 
Wade, 41, of Woodbridge, Va., the manager of 
the A&P on Southern Avenue in Oxon Hill, 
was shot a,s he knelt to open a safe at the 
demand of two armed robbers. Arrests have 
been made in both slayings. 

Bus "TRAIN" READY To ROLL TO DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA To BUILD SHACK CITY 

(By Charles Conconi) 
MARKS, Miss.-s.Ome 500 demonstrators 

are to leave here today and be the first wave 
of the Poor People's Campaign to reach 
Washington and build a shack city. 

Twelve buses were chartered to carry the 
demonstrators on a four-day trip across the 
country with a stop for a rally tonight in 
Nashville, Tenn. Attempts to arrange special 
trains have been abandoned. 

The caravan will arrive in the Washington 
area on Sunday and will move into the city 
the following day to confront the govern
ment by attempting to build "the New City 
of Hope" somewhere on parkland. 

Although Congress has been reacting 
angrily to the prospect of such an encamp
ment, it is known that Southern Christian 
Leatdership Conference organizers are still 
considering the use of parkland on or near 
The Mall. 

It wasn't until late yesterday afternoon 
that SCLC organizers here learned they 
would be unable to take the demonstrators 
to the capital by train. 

STOPS FOR RALLIES 
SCLC plans require night stops for rallies 

and for sleeping in the homes of people in 
the communities along the route. Rail plans 
proved to be too complicated and expensive, 
especially with the Mother's Day weekend 
making heavy demand on passenger service. 

Other stops scheduled for this bus-caravan 
are Knoxville, Tenn., and . Danville, Va. It 
has been reported that the demonstrators 
will spend Sunday in Northern Virginia and 
march across a bridge to Washington on 
Monday morning. 

SCLC president, the Rev. Ralph David 
Abernathy, has said he will lead his followers 
to a campsite of his choosing and drive the 
first nail to build the shack city. 

The first contingent of demonstrators 
hopes to have the shack city completed for 
the more than 3,000 demonstrators expected 
in Washington by May 19. 

The mule-drawn wagon caravan, sched
uled to leave here today, has been delayed 
until tomorrow, as march organizers awaited 
the arrival of more mules and tried to settle 
the problem of how to deal with them. 

Initial plans were for mules to carry 100 
demonstrators on the more than 1,000-mile 
trip to Washington over a period of 25 days. 

TWENTY-THREE MULES ARRIVE 
The first 23 mules purchased arrived here 

yesterday. The farm wagons they are to pull 
still have not arrived. 

The Reverend Andrew Young, SGLC's ex
ecutive vice president, spent much of yes
terday worrying about how to care for the 
animals on the long trip and the problems 
of fitting them out with special rubber shoes 
for walking on concrete and asphalt 
highways. 
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Throughout most of the day, the mostly 

teen-age group here that is going to the 
Nation's Capital was kept busy. 

"You fight hatred with love," Young argued 
with a group of some 75 teen-agers in one of 
the large circus-type tents set up at the 
campsite here. "One of the ways to get them 
(policemen) to respect us is to respect him," 
he said. 

Young advised the youths to be friendly 
with police, and asked if anyone knew why 
policemen "act bad and mean." 

"They scared, that's why," he declared. 
"They scared of us because we look so big 
and strong, and because if you don't know 
us, we can look pretty mean and strong. We 
gotta show them we ain't mean or bad, but 
I don't mean being (Uncle) Toms--We is 
still men." 

The articulate Young, who easily slips into 
"poor folk" talk when he feels he needs 
to, told the youths from Memphis and this 
Mississippi Delta county that they are go
ing to have to deal with "the brothers from 
Harlem and Philadelphia (in Washington) 
who know they bad." 

He said about 100 or so of the more mili
tant Negroes could get together and "begin 
to think they can tear up" the police depart
ment. It will be up to the youths here, he 
said, to talk them out of it because "I can't 
be everywhere. Do you think they can tear 
up the police department?" 

One boy, lying on a red air mattress and 
chewing on a weed, answered self-consciously, 
"They get a whole lot of folks k1lled." 

"Who gonna get killed? Black folk or white 
folk," Young asked. 

"A whole lot of black folks," a number of 
the youths answered. 

"If you talk them out of violence, you save 
a whole lot of black folk," Young added. 

YOUNG PEOPLE SPARK MARCH 
(By Haynes Johnson) 

MONTGOMERY, ALA.-The old men still 
speak in the language of the fieldhand or of 
Uncle Remus, quaint and passive. 

Ask them why they are going to Wash
ington, and they are likely to reply, "Fo:r 
freedom." Their response has hardly varied 
for a century; they are still that close to the 
old simple and servile heritage. 

For them, this strangest of all protest car
avans to move out of the Deep South is prob
ably their last step forward. In fact, they 
are going to Washington more for the ride 
than a hope of a real change in their lives. 

That is not the case with the young people 
who are joining up for the Poor People's 
Campaign in the towns and cities of Mis
sissippi and Alabama. 

To see them, is to realize how sharply at
titudes have changed in only a few years in 
the South. These young Negroes are articu
late and motivated; they speak in tones of 
a mllltancy that would have been unthink
able-and impossible-for their parents. 
Many of them say they are not coming back 
to the South. 

But there, too, the attitudes differ. Unlike 
the older group of Negroes, these young 
people are .journeying North under no illu
sions about some elusive vision of a great 
freedom beyond the Mason-Dixon line. On 
the contrary, it is common to hear them say 
~hey would rather stay in the South-"if" 
the opportunities were present. 

Take one group of Negro youths, from 16 
to 20, interviewed at random, as representa
tive. They are all from Selma, all now travel
ing with the poor people's procession as it 
winds through Alabama, then Georgia, and 
finally north to Washington. 

They are moving, some 600 of them, in 
chartered Greyhound buses. At each locality, 
they follow an established procedure: they 
stop outside of town, are greeted by a local 
contingent, and then march through the 
town-and out of it. Then they board their 
buses again, and move ahead. 

At each stop they also pick up more vol
unteers than they can afford to transport. 

Charles B. Winston, Walter Ferguson, 
Harvey Goldsby, Steven Brakin, John Col
lins, Theodore Davis, Joe Oliver, Eli John
son, Jesse King and one who insisted his 
name was Joseph Smitherman, the same 
as Selma's mayor-their names are unim
portant, but their words are not. 

"Martin Luther King said he would lead 
the Negro from economic oppression to the 
Capitol and set up some kind of camps on 
the Capitol grounds," one of them said, by 
way of explaining his involvement. "He 
said he would not ask for what he wanted
he will demand. He wanted economic pros
perity, 'cause Mr. Charley has everything. 
All of us are out to help our race." 

One of his friends cut in: 
"Fix it, brother, fix it." 
Here is another view: 
"Like Hosea Williams (one of the march 

leaders) say last night, when that Negro 
serviceman goes to Vietnam and gets his legs 
shot out, they don't say, 'Look at that poor 
atructed Negro,' they say 'Look at that one
legged Nigger.' " 

"It's like you go to Hudson High (a Negro 
school in Salem) where they have this little 
lab the size of a sardine can, and Parrish 
High (white) l~as everything they need. I 
think if we go to Washington and let Con
gress know what we want we might profit 
more by going than sitting here at Hudson. 

"Now, Mr. Charley's not going to give you 
some funds. You have to demand. And a 
few years from now Mr. Charley's going to 
be obsolete." 

OTHER VOICES 
One more voice was added: 
"It's like if a Chinese citizen comes to 

the U.S.A., they treat him like L.B.J. But if an 
Afro-American goes to the Selma Del (a 
downtown restaurant) they tell him to eat 
in the pasture. We're going not only for 
Negroes, but for all poor people. I got to be 
in it as far as they will let me. I feel that's 
my responsib111ty." 

Another put it this way: 
"I think it's a great thing, the Poor People 

March, going to help the poor people at the 
root. It's like they say, 'We shall overcome, 
some day.' It's like the black horse shall ride 
and the white horse shall fall." 

They an agreed on several main points: 
It was King who had got them involved 
(one said, "I want to make his dream a 
reality"); they all want to go to college, but 
their chances appear slim; they all come 
from large fam111es and nearly half of them 
are fatherless. 

Their aspirations are also far more real
istic than similar Negro groups in the past: 
these young men have no illusions about 
whites or integration or laws, or even the 
old defender, the federal government. 

"I don't have to eat with them (whites)," 
one said, "and I don't care 1f I live on the 
same block, or in the same neighborhood, 
with them. I just want to feel equal." 

One other fact about them is worthy of 
note. Most of them said they first learned 
about the Poor People's Campaign not 
through their own leaders, the newspapers 
or at some mass meeting as in the past; they 
first heard about it on Johnny Carson's 
television show out of New York. For them 
at least, the medium is the message. 

ARSONISTS IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA START 
NINE FIRES DURING NIGHT 

(By Walter Gold) 
Nine cases of arson, two of them serious, 

were recorded in the District last night, fire 
officials reported. Two stores in the riot
ravaged 1100 block of 7th Street NW suffered 
an estimated $30,000 in damage and two 
11-year-olds were arrested in conenction with 
those blazes. 

Minor damage was suffered in the other 
seven fires scattered across the city, and 

officials said juveniles were believed respon
sible in nearly every case. 

The first fire, at 1110 7th St. NW, de
stroyed a boarded-up Super Music City store. 
The 11-year-olds, whose names were with
held because of their ages, told police and 
fire investigators that they and several other 
youngsters poured a can of kerosene over a 
floor in the rear of the store before setting 
it on fire. 

It took firemen nearly an hour to bring 
the blaze under control. One firefighter, Pvt. 
Edgar Jenkins of Engine Co. 2, was treated 
for heat exhaustion. 

Just after firemen brought that blaze un
der control, they noticed smoke coming from 
another store a few doors away at 1140 7th 
St. at 6:43 p.m. Two more alarms were called 
to bring that blaze under control. 

The fire at 1140 was set by the same young
sters who used kerosene left over from the 
first fire, oftlcials said. The second blaze 
destroyed Frank's Men's Shop, which had 
been looted during the rioting but no·t 
burned. The youngsters were turned over to 
juvenile authorities. 

During the second fire, Pvt. Robert Kelly 
of Rescue Squad 2, was treated for a head 
injury. Damage to Frank's was estimated 
in excess of $12,000, and to Super Music in 
excess of $15,000. 

A crowd which at times reached about 500 
persons, watched firemen fight both blazes 
and youngsters in the crowd occasionally 
harassed firemen and police. 

The other fires, in order of the time they 
started, were: 

At 7:46p.m., juveniles set fire to a burned
out novelty store at 3301 Georgia Ave. NW., 
causing additional minor damage. 

At 9:05 p.m., youngsters threw at least 
two bottles of gasoline into a basement laun
dry at 805 Florida Ave. NW, causing a flash 
fire and damage estimated at $25. One of 
the molotov cocktails which did not explode 
was recovered. 

At 10:25 p.m., an arsonist set a garage door 
on fire at 1826 6th St. NW. Juveniles are 
suspected, officials said. 

At 10:59 p.m., the remains of an already
gutted store at 2909 14th St. NW were set 
afire, and another group of juveniles was 
believed responsible. 

Four minutes later, still another group of 
youths set fire to a basement storage room 
in an apartment building at 70 Rhode Island 
Ave. NW. 

Shortly after midnight, still another group 
of juveniles set a fire in another apartment 
house basement at 219 T St. NE. In this case, 
the youths kicked open a janitor's door in 
the basement. 

NORTHEAST BUSINESSMEN ASK CRIME CURB 
(By Paul Delaney) 

The Business and Professional Association 
of the Far Northeast has added its name to 
the growing list of complainants who are 
charging the District government with in
adequate police protection. 

The association has called for police crack
down on criminals to combat an increasing 
crime rate in the 14th Precinct. Or, the group 
demands, the city should request that troops 
return to protect the city. 

The action of the association is indicative 
of the mounting pressure on the government, 
mostly by businessmen, to take bold steps 
immediately. The attitude of the group is a 
mixture of concern for crime and urging 
tax and insurance breaks for those affected in 
last month's rioting. 

The association meets tonight to decide its 
next step after accusing Mayor Walter E. 
Washington of snubbing the group by refus
ing to acknowledge letters sent to him. 

TO GO ONE STEP UP 
"We've had no acknowledgement and no 

response from the mayor," stated association 
president Dr. William K. Col11ns. "Our next 
step is to contact Sen. Robert Byrd (D-W.Va.) 
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and the House District Committee to see 
what can be done." 

Collins further charged Mayor Washington 
with overlooking "the city beyond the river 
completely ever since he's been in ofilce." 
Collins said police coverage in the association 
area, bounded by Minnesota, Eastern and 
Southern Avenues, is inadequate and insuf
ficient. 

"The police are doing the best they can," 
he went on, "but the rising tide of crime is 
just too much for them. The number of 
criminals is not extremely high; it's just that 
a small group is being given a free hand. 

"We have tried and tried to get in touch 
with the mayor, but we just can't get any 
response from him. We don't want to be 
ignored. We would like to meet with him and 
talk to him, but a letter from him would do 
just to show us he's interested in our situa
tion." 

CONCERN GROWS 

Members of the association have held a 
series of meetings since the riots. Collins said 
the group normally meets monthly, but lately 
has been meeting at least weekly. 

At last Wednesday's m~eting, the group 
drafted a statement which said citizens and 
businessmen of the Far Northeast "are at
tempting to alert the city government to 
the problems of civil unrest which has 
reached proportions that require crash pro
grams to prevent collapse of orderly govern
ment based upon respect for law and de
cency." The association has been leveling 
most of its attacks on Safety Director Pat
rick V. Murphy, as have other organizations. 

The group recommended a program that 
would: 

Bring back a "stern and unyielding en
forcement of laws, and the protection of 
human life"; control known oriminals and 
lawbreakers who return to the community; 
dramatically increase the pollee force and/or 
bring back the mmtary to the city; offer 
favorable tax treatment of merchants in de
pressed, riot-torn areas. 

COMMUNICATION ASKED 

Also, offer riot risk, vandallsm insurance; 
offer personal injury, income interruption 
insurance on all citizens who are victims of 
criminal attacks, and provide extensive com
munity provisions for education, housing, 
employment and social development through 
massive government action. 

On the other hand, businessman Ed Boor
stein urged a program of communication 
with the people in the neighborhood. He 
proposed "town meetings" between residents 
and businesses "to talk, to air grievances, to 
correct false impressions and to learn from 
one another." He said the idea could be ex
panded to "town meeting telethons" to the 
whole city. 

"Some of the burners and looters were our 
dissatisfied customers trying desperately to 
get our attention," Boorstein stated. "Judg
ing from the response of our business com
munity, we are st111 llstening. 

"We must be scrupulously fair and we 
must communicate to our public so they 
will understand we are fair. Our communica
tion must be people-to-people, shirt sleeve, 
no big words and down-to-earth. Our com
munication must be talk between equals and 
it must start now." 

Collins said his group has the support of 
other civic organizations in the area, in
cluding the Far East Community Services of 
the United Planning Organization. 

STUDENTS ACROSS NATION PRESS COLLEGE 
DEMANDS 

Student unrest fed by racial and political 
issues continued a.t university and college 
campuses across the nation today. 

At caiifornia's Stanford University, where 
arsonists burned a Navy ROTC building 
yesterday, students continued an administra
tion buUding sit-in In opposition to sus-

pension of seven students for demonstrat
Ing against Central Intell1gence Agency re
cruiters last fall. 

At Pennsylvania's predominantly Negro 
Cheyney State College, fire destroyed a 20-
room building opposite the campus, where 
students were occupying the administration 
building. 

Neither .fire was blamed on student dem
onstrators, however. 

A spokesman for the Cheyney protesters 
said they were seeking a "better curriculum, 
a. better faculty and a better system of stu
dent finances." He said the demonstration 
did not involve a "black and white" problem. 

At Wellesley College, a group of Negro 
students said it would start a hunger strike 
today at the exclusive Massachusetts 
women's school unless the group won 
promises of greater nonwhite participation 
in its academic life. The protesters also called 
for an alumnae drive for funds to help 
Negro students. 

In New York, Columbia University had its 
calmest day yesterday since student demon
strations erupted on the campus two weeks 
ago. But new trouble was feared after strik
ing students circulated copies of papers 
allegedly taken from the ofilces of President 
Grayson Kirk and Vice President David B. 
Truman during a sit-in April 28. 

Kirk sent the students a telegram warn
Ing of criminal . proceedings unless papers 
taken from his and Truman's ofilces were 
returned immediately. When the telegram 
was read at a meeting of student demonstra
tors, they chanted, "Tear It up." 

At Northwestern in Evanston, Ill., where 
60 Negro students had seized a business 
ofilce, the administration yielded to de
mands for increased Negro enrollment and 
African-American history classes a.nd for 
establishment of separate housing and 
meeting fac111ties for Negro students. 

The University of Texas in Austin also 
announced yesterday it would offer a course 
on "The Negro in America" as requested 
by 1,800 students in a petition last fall. 

At New Hampshire's Franconia College, 85 
students took over the administrative offices 
yesterday and demanded more say in selec
tion of the liberal art college's next president. 

At Stanford, witnesses said three young 
men were seen setting the fire that caused 
an estimated $70,000 damage to the ROTC 
building. It was the second arson attack on 
the building in recent months. 

A university spokesman said, however, that 
Stanford demonstrators had been "scrupu
lous about respecting property" and there 
was no reason to link them with the blaze. 

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND 
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 917) to assist State and 
local governments in reducing the inci
dence of crime, to increase the effective
ness, fairness, and coordination of law 
enforcement and criminal justice systems 
at all levels of Government, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senator from Con
necticut is recognized. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this is an 
historic debate in the legislative history 
of our country. 

The fact that we are debating a Safe 
Streets and Crime Control Act would by 
itself be enough to make it historically 
noteworthy. But, over and above this, it 
is rendered noteworthy by the fact that, 
for the first time in 30 years, Congress is 
giving consideration to the need for im
proved gun control legislation, designed 

to strengthen and update the antiquated 
and sadly inadequate Federal Firearms 
Control Act. 

I intend to address myself to the other 
titles of the Safe Streets and Crime Con
trol Act at a later date in a subsequent 
statement. But today I shall confine my
self to title IV, which deals with gun con
trol, because this has been an area of 
primary interest for me. 

That this legislation has now come to 
the fioor is a matter for particular grati
fication, because the gun legislation 
which we are now debating represents 
the product of countless hearings and of 
5 years of unremitting efforts against the 
obstructions raised by one of the most 
powerful lobbies in our Nation's history. 

It represents a long-overdue legislative 
reaction to the terrible toll of life and 
limb exacted each year in our country by 
firearms. As unbelievable as it may seem, 
far more people have been killed by fire
arms in our country since the year 1900 
than have died in all of our wars, from 
the Spanish-American War to Vietnam. 
Between 1900 and 1966 firearms were re
sponsible for 280,000 murders, 270,000 
suicides, and 145,000 deaths by accident
making a grand total of 795,000 since the 
beginning of this century. Against this 
figure, the total number of American war 
dead, from 1900 to this date in Vietnam, 
stands at 550,000. 

In addition to those who are kllled by 
firearms, there 1s a far larger number 
who each year are assaulted or wounded 
or maimed. It is estimated that the num
ber for 1966 alone was in excess of 
100,000. 

These are the basic statistics, each 
unit of which represents a human life, 
which make Federal gun control legisla
tion imperative. 

Title IV, despite the fact that it is 
lengthy-! wish it could have been more 
brief-is essentially a very simple piece 
of legislation. 

The basic purpose of title IV, reduced 
to its simplest terms, is to assist the 
States in enforcing their own firearm 
laws by requiring that all sales of fire
arms, c tper than rifies and shotguns, to 
residents of the States, be channeled 
through local dealers and under the con
trol of local law. 

But while it can and, I am convinced, 
will have a dramatic effect on law en
forcement, title IV would affect the citi
zen who wished to purchase a handgun 
in only two ways: 

First, if he wished to purchase a hand
gun from an out-of-State dealer, or a 
mail-order house, he would have to go 
through an outlet or a dealer in his own 
State. 

Second, anyone who wishes to buy a 
handgun would have to identify himself 
to the dealer in his own State, who would 
get his name, his address, and his age; 
and, of course, he would be called upon 
to identify himself by social secmity 
card, automobile license, credit card, or 
any of the standard items that are used 
to establish identity. 

I hope that the Senate will not be con
fused by the numerous auxiliary provi
sions of title IV, because essentially what 
it would do is to set up the legal me
chanics necessary to prevent individuals 
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from exceeding or circumventing their 
own State laws with respect to firearms. 

That is what title IV is really all about. 
THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF GUN CONTROL 

LEGISLATION 

Mr. President, I think it would be. 
helpful to the Senate to briefly recount 
some of the history of gun control legis
lation in this country. 

While there has been no new gun 
control legislation for three decades now, 
it was a major issue for a long time in 
the thirties. It is interesting to examine 
the legislative history of the two fire
arms acts passed by Congress in the thir
ties, because this history is pertinent in 
more than one respecit to the travail we 
have gone through in trying to enact im
proved gun legislation in the sixties. 

In 1933, a madman armed with a pistol 
attempted to assassinate President Roos
evelt. The assassination failed; but one 
of the bullets took the life of the mayor 
of Chicago, Anton Cermak. When the as
sassin was apprehended, it turned out 
that the pistol he had used had been pur
chased in a pawn shop. 

In the aftermruth of this attempted as
sassination of President Roosevelt, Attor
ney General Homer Cummings, one of 
the most distinguished public officials my 
State of Connecticut has ever sent to 
Washington, had several firearms bills 
introduced in the Senate and the House. 
One of these was H.R. 9066. 

H.R. 9066 applied specifically to pistols 
and revolvers. In an effort to placate the 
hunters and shooters, Attorney General 
Cummings deliberately excluded rtfies 
and shotguns from its coverage. In the 
form in which Lt was introduced, the bill 
required :first, the licensing of all deal
ers; second, recordkeeping; thiTd, regis
tration; fourth, a transfer wax; and, 
:fifth, the photographing and :fingerprint
ing of new :firearms owners. 

At hearings in the House, Milton 
Reckord, then vice president of the Na
tional Rifle Association, admitted that 
his organization had sent mass mailings 
and telegrams which included state
ments that rifles and shotguns would be 
added to the new law once the law was 
on the books. 

A 1934 National Rifle Association 
Newsletter read: 

Within a year after the passage of H.R. 
9066, every rifle and shotgun owner in the 
country will find himself paying a special 
revenue tax and having himself fingerprinted 
and photographed for the Federal "Rogues 
Gallery" every time he buys or sells a gun of 
any description. 

The Senate began hearings on May 28, 
1934, and Reckord testified at the Com
merce Committee hearings. He closed hLs 
statement by asking that revolvers and 
pistols be removed from the Senate bill. 
On the day that Reckord testified, the 
House reported a watered-down version 
of the Senate bill, H.R. 9741, with pistols 
and revolvers-the concealable weap
ons--removed. 

On June 26, 1934, H.R. 9741 was :finally 
passed as the National Firearms Act. 
It covered only weapons habitually 
employed by gangsters-machineguns, 
sawed-off shotguns, sawed-off rifles, and 
gadget guns; and its major provision on 
this point simply required that a person 
pay a tax on these weapons. 

On October 5, 1937, Attorney General 
Cummings, speaking to the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police, began a 
campaign aimed at the criminal "ar
senal" of pistols, revolvers, rifles, and 
shotguns. He pledged a :fight for the Fed
eral registration of all :firearms. 

A Cummings-sponsored bill was intro
duced to include all :firearms under the 
1934 National Firearms Act. 

Attorney General Cummings' legisla
tion had the backing of the American 
Bar Association, the International Asso
ciation of Chiefs of Police, the General 
Federation of Women's Clubs, and many 
of the Nation's top enforcement officers. 

But the gun lobby, with the National 
Rifle Association in the vanguard, was as 
relentless and persistent then as it is to
day. The result was that by spring of 
1938 Cummings had removed rifles and 
shotguns from his :first bill as a conces
sion to the powerful gun lobby in our 
country. 

But even this did not satisfy the lobby. 
A 1937 article in the "American Rifle
man" said: 

The Attorney General's previous efforts to 
secure drastic Fed·eral firearms laws have 
been killed by the active and audi·ble objec
tions of the sportsmen of America. 

Once again, the members of the National 
Rifie Association will need to be represented 
by their officers in pointing out to Congress 
the hidden dangers of such a plausible legis
lative scheme to end crime. Once again we 
ask every active member to use the coupon 
below to say: "The right of the American 
citizen to bear arms shall not be infringed." 

The National Rifle Association en
dorsed Senate bill No. 3, which had to 
a large degree been drafted by General 
Reckord, of the National Rifle Associa
tion. S. 3 passed the Senate on June 30, 
1938, and was known as the Federal Fire
arms Act. 

The key clause of S. 3, instead of re
quiring that gun purchasers establish 
their identity in a satisfactory manner 
to dealers and that the dealers maintain 
records of the identity of their customers, 
simply prohibited dealers from "know
ingly" doing business with criminals, 
fugitives from justice, and persons under 
indictment for a felony. This was the 
wording that had been suggested by the 
National Rifle Association. 

To anyone who knows anything about 
law enforcement, both the arrangement 
and the wording were so vague and 
clearly unsatisfactory that it should 
come as no surprise that the Government 
has never in 30 years been able to obtain 
a single conviction under this section of 
the Federal Firearms Act. 

This is one of the many weaknesses 
of the Federal Firearms Act which title 
IV seeks to overcome. 

At this point, I must pay an admit
tedly grudging tribute to the formidable 
lobbying abilities of the officials of the 
National Rifle Association. Their persist
ence in a bad cause is almost beyond 
belief. For example, not only was Gen
eral Reckord able to work his will on the 
Federal Firearms Act of 1938, but only 
a few weeks ago, the doughty general, 
now well past his 8{)th birthday, played 
a key role in defeating State gun control 
legislation that had been introduced in 
the Maryland Legislature. 

The Federal Firearms Act was inade-

quate even for the thirties. The soaring 
clime rate of the :fifties and sixties, and 
the dangerous proliferation of arms 
sales to juveniles and socially irrespon
sible elements, has made the act totally 
and pathetically inadequate for the 
problems of today. 
GUN CONTROL LEGISLATION IN THE SIXTIES 

The issue of gun control legislation has 
been before us since 1963. 

It has been suggested, and I have read 
it and heard it many times, that the leg
islation is the result of a panic reaction 
to the tragic slaying of President Ken
nedy and Dr. Martin Luther King. This is 
completely false. The fact is that I :first 
drafted my bill after long study, in 1962 
and I introduced it some months before 
the assassination of President Kennedy. 

The fact is further that the Senate 
Judiciary Committee had completed its 
consideration of the pending measure 
prior to the assassination of Dr. Martin 
Luther King. 

I will never forget that afternoon in 
the committee. We had a long, and 
acrimonious debate. I remember saying: 
"How many more people have got to be 
assassinated in this country?" 

It was not until I got home later that 
night that I heard of the assassination 
of Dr. Martin Luther King. 

So, it is untrue that the bill was intro
duced after the assassination of Presi
dent Kennedy or that it was acted on in 
the committee after the assassination of 
Dr. Martin Luther King. 

The Juvenile Delinquency Subcommit
tee, of which I am chairman, :first em
barked on a full-scale inquiry into the 
sale of firearms in 1961. S. 1592, the 
predecessor of the present measure, was 
introduced in the 89th Congress. Dur
ing the course of 1965, it was the sub
ject of 11 days of hearings, in which some 
50 witnesses were heard. In May 1966 
it was reported on favorably, with cer
tain amendments. But I never could get 
the measure out of the full committee 
and on to the floor until very recently. 

Last year, the State Firearms Control 
Assistance Act was the subject of another 
10 days of public hearings conducted by 
the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee. 
In all, 47 witnesses were heard during 
this second round of hearings. On Sep
tember 20, 1967, the subcommittee re
ported favorably on the proposed 
legislation. 

I believe that the time for Senate ac
tion on gun control legislation Ls at hand. 

WHY A GUN BILL IS IMPERATIVE 

The provisions of title IV af the Safe 
Streets and Crime Control Act represent 
a forthright effort to update our presently 
inadequate Federal controls over the in
terstate traffic in firearms. 

The Federal Firearms Act of 1938, 
which this bill seeks to update, has not 
been adequrute to the task of regulating 
the interstate traffic in :firearms in the 
United States. 

The gun laws of our vartous States 
are vi·olated wholesale, every day, almost 
every hour of the day. Hundreds of thou
sands of weapons are sold to their citi
zens in cireumvention of their own laws, 
in across-the-counter transootions in 
neighboring States and by mail-order 
sales. 
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At present, anyone-a criminal, a 

juvenile, or a lunatic--may clip an ad
vertisement from a score of magazines, 
order a gun from a dealer in a distant 
State for a few dollars, and in a matter 
of weeks have the gun. delivered to him 
with virtual anonymity. 

We are the only civilized nation on this 
earth-or the only one that pretends to 
be civilized-that anows such mail-order 
madness. And the immediate result of 
this stubborn laxity is that our annual 
rate of murder by gunfire is astronomi
cally larger than the rate for other civi
lized countries. 

The last year for which the Library of 
Congress could give me comparative sta
tistics was 1963. In that year we showed 
2.7 homicides by gunfire for every 100,-
000 population. The rate for Great Brit
ain was one fifty-fifth the American rate; 
the rate for Germany about one twenty
fifth the American rate; the rate for 
Japan one sixty-fifth the American rate; 
the rate for the Netherlands one nine
tieth the rate in this country; and so on 
down the line. 

Reduced to round figures instead of 
statistical rates, the facts are equally 
impressive. Thus, we find that major 
countries like Great Britain and Japan 
during the early sixties averaged approx
imately 30 firearm homicides per year
a figure roughly equivalent to the num
ber murdered by guns in our country 
in 2 days. And we also find that for ape
riod of 3 years in the early sixties the 
Netherlands did not have a single case 
of murder by firearms. 

The surest and easiest way to kill 
one's self is with a firearm-especially 
when the firearm is immediately at hand. 
And when it comes to suicides by fire
arms, the discrepancy between the rate in 
this country and the rate in other civi
lized countries is equally astounding. In 
1963-the last year for which compara
tive figures are available-9,600 people 
committed suicide by firearms in the 
United States, to give us a rate of 5.1 per 
100,000. This rate was 15 times the rate 
for England; more than 6 times the rate 
for Germany; 50 times the rate for 
Japan; and about 55 times the rate for 
the Nether lands. 

How can one account for the colossal 
difference in the rate of deaths by fire
arms in this country and in other civil
ized countries? The answer is distress
ingly simple. The fact is that every other 
civilized country has stringent laws gov
erning the purchase and ownership of 
firearms. 

The gun groups in this country have 
frequently sought to justify their position 
by holding up the example of Switzer
land. 

For example, the American Rifleman, 
in an editorial, said the following about 
Switzerland: 

What argument do the anti-gun reformers 
have to offset the uncomfortable faot that 
Switzerland (which requires practically 
every able-bodied male to keep a gun in his 
home) has always had the lowest crime rate 
in Europe not excluding England? 

At first reading, thaJt is a very impres
sive statement. 

Burt like virtually everything put out 
by the National Rifle Association, this 

statement was a hodgepodge of misrep
resentations and distortions. 

First of all, it simply is not true that 
Switzerland had the lowest crime rate in 
Europe. Her crime statistics place her 
somewhere in the middle of Western 
European countries, although her record 
is unquestionably far superior to our 
own. 

Second, the loose wording of the edi
torial from the National Rifle Associa
tion creates the distinct impression that 
no one requires a permit to own a rifle · 
or firearm in Switzerland and that all 
rifles are unregistered. 

When Carl Bakal, the very able author 
of the "Right To Bear Arms," checked 
into this situation, this i~ what he found. 

The Swiss maintain a militia system 
under which military service is obliga
tory for all able-bodied males between 
the ages of 20 and 60. It is, in fact, true 
that the Government requires every mili
tiaman to keep his weapon at home, to
gether with his uniform and 24 rounds of 
ammunition. On the other hand, every 
weapon is carefully registered, each 
round of ammunition must be accounted 
for, and the soldier has no right to use 
his weapon or his ammunition except for 
military training purposes, and even 
then only with specific authorization. 

The Swiss people do a lot of hunting. 
But in order to purchase any other kind 
of gun in Switzerland-that is, any gun 
other than that issued to the militia
a person has to obtain a permit from his 
local police. Permits are denied not only 
to those who have criminal records or 
are under 18 years of age, but also to peo
ple who have backgrounds of drunken
ness, mental illness, or emotional insta
bility. No mail order sales are allowed in 
Switzerland. 

And every dealer is required to verify 
the identity of prospective purchasers 
and to keep records. 

Clearly, the gun legislation we are to
day discussing is considerably less re
strictive than the gun laws in force in 
Switzerland. As a matter of fact, Switz
erland is the last country that the Na
tional Rifle Association should have used 
as an example, because it has good gun 
laws and it enforces them strictly. But 
the honest sportsmen who belong to the 
National Rifle Asso~iation have no way 
of knowing the facts. And this is how this 
big gun lobby has built up tremendous 
opposition to reasonable gun legislation. 

The unrestricted flow of deadly weap
ons is reflected every day in the growing 
volume of crimes of violence involving the 
use of guns. 

We know, based on figures released by 
the FBI, that in 1967 murder increased 12 
percent over 1966. And, in 1966, there 
were 6,552 gun murders committed in this 
country. 

How high must this toll go before we 
do something about it, before we act 
decisively? 

We know that armed robbery increased 
30 percent in 1967 over 1966. And in 
1966, there were 59,000 armed robberies 
by gun. 

We know that aggravated assault by 
gun increased 22 percent in 1967 over 
1966. And in 1966, there were 43,500 such 
assaults committed upon citizens. 

For the year 1966 this adds up to more 

than 110,000 gun crimes of all kinds 
ranging from armed robbery to murder. 
Last year the figures jumped again. This 
year the trend is still upward. And so, 
although the great majority of gun own
ers in our country are responsible citi
zens, we can no longer ignore the fact 
that hundreds of thousands and conceiv
ably millions of weapons have found their 
way into the hands of socially irrespon
sible elements-of criminals and juve
niles and people with dangerous me:ntal 
records. 

Nor can we ignore the fact that the 
easy availability of guns of all kinds is 
in itself an important factor in our soar
ing crime rate. 

The gun is by all odds the easiest and 
most suitable weapon for murder. It is 
also the easiest weapon with which to 
commit suicide or the easiest weapon 
with which to hold up a bank or a store 
or a victim on a street corner. 

Mr. President, our newspapers are 
filled with gun stories every day. Indeed, 
there is not a day goes by that I do not 
pick up the newspaper and read about 
somebody being held up, or assaulted or 
killed with a gun. 

On this point I would like to quote 
from an editorial description of the qual
ities which make guns socially dangerous, 
which appeared in the Washington Post 
on April 4, 1965: 

It can be fired from a distance, thus spar
ing the killer any dangerous or disagreeable 
contact with his victim. A child can handle 
it, and indeed many a child does. It is not 
an expensive weapon. It is easily obtainable, 
portable, concealable, and disposable. If you 
take the trouble to wipe off the fingerprints, 
no one will be able to tell where you got it 
or who fired it. Even the smaller caliber pis
tols are marvelously effective at reasonable 
ranges, and one wonders why anyone want
ing to slay somebody else should ever resort 
to any other device for doing so. . . . One 
also wonders why the rational members of 
society interested in staying alive should 
permit any Tom, Di-ck or Harry-anyone at 
all, from the village idiot to the upper eche
lons of Oosa Nostra-to obtain one of these 
lethal gadgets at will. 

That it is easier to kill with a gun 
than to kill with a knife or a club, or 
some other weapon, has been confirmed 
by virtually every responsible authority 
in the field of criminology. 

The opponents of gun legislation say, 
"What about knives? Will not criminals 
find other weapons if they do not have 
guns?" I have answered by saying, "Have 
you ever tried to cut a loaf of bread with 
a pistol?" Of course, they are not the 
same at all. A knife may have many uses. 
But guns have one primary function, and 
that is to kill or to maim. Not merely are 
they infinitely more deadly than cruder 
weapons, but, as a University of Wiscon
sin study has confirmed, they make kill
ing so fantastically simple that the mere 
possession of firearms serves as a psy
chological stimulant to murder, in the 
case of those who are antisocial or vio
lence prone. 

FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover has 
made the point in these words: 

Those who claim that the availability of 
firearms is not a factor in murder in this 
country are not facing reality . . . a review 
of the motives for murder suggests that a 
readily accessible gun enables the perpetra
tors to kill on impulse. 
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Criminologists will also confirm that 
the juveniles and amateur criminals who 
are responsible for most of our armed 
robberies are frequently encouraged to 
a career of felony by the possession of 
firearms. It would require a particu
larly coldblooded type of criminal to at
tempt to hold up a bank or store armed 
only with a knife. But a holdup becomes 
a terrifyingly simple business whenever 
a gun finds its way into the hands of a 
rebellious juvenile or a mentally unbal
anced individual or an amateur criminal. 

And I want to state again for the rec
ord with all the emphasis I can that it is 
not the purpose of this legislation to 
penalize the millions of responsible citi
zens who are gun owners and gun col
lectors, but, on the contrary, to protect 
the legitimate gun own.ers and to protect 
the community at large by giving each 
State the power to place whatever re
striction it may consider necessary on 
the sale of guns to juveniles and to 
socially irresponsible elements. 

Mr. President, I might add that I know 
a great many sportsmen. I have hunted 
myself, and I believe that I know some
thing about guns. Some of our best citi
zens belong in the group I have described 
as sportsmen. They are usually outstand
ing people. But these are not the people 
I am speaking about. They have been 
misled by the gun lobby into thinking 
that, if this legislation is passed all 
sports activities with guns would be re
stricted unreasonably or even stopped al
together. The fact is that there is not a 
line in this legislation that would do any 
such thing. 

All honest sportsmen should be fight
ing for this bill because it would help 
them and protect them. 

WHO IS FOR THE GUN BILL? 

Responsible Americans overwhelm
ingly support the enactment of this 
legislation. 

Our public opinion polls show that 
since 1959, from 70 to 80 percent of the 
people have consistently supported the 
enactment of stronger gun controls, in
cluding the provisions which I will soon 
discuss. 

In the most recent poll, which was pub
lished in late April, 71 percent of the 
people indicated their support for strin
gent gun control legislation. 

Gun control legislation has been en
dorsed editorially by the overwhelming 
majority of our newspapers and national 
magazines. A study conducted just over 
a year ago by the staff of the Juvenile 
Delinquency Subcommittee showed that 
our legislation had the editorial backing 
of papers which, between them, ac
counted for 93 percent of all newspaper 
circulation in the United States. 

The language used by some of the hun
dreds of editorials in the files of the 
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee are 
anything but flattering to Congress. The 
Washington Post, for example, on Octo
ber 22, 1965, said: 

What paralysis of feeling, what hideous 
complacency, what failure of Will and under
standing, allow this kind of human sacrifice 
to be continued without an effort to pre
vent it? All of us--Congress and country 
alike-have sat apathetic and bemused by 
the perverted nonsense of the gun lobby 

about the right to keep and bear arms. There 
has now been too much of this human 
slaughter. Let us stop it. 

The San Francisco Examiner has 
charged Congress with shrinking from its 
responsibility in the urgent matter of 
firearms control. And the Boston Herald 
on July 24, 1967, made this comment: 

For legislators to decry crime in the streets 
and the spiraling crime rate while allowing 
guns to be purchased as easily as chewing 
gum, is nothing short of hypocrisy. 

The American Bar Association, the In
ternational Association of Chiefs of Po
lice, and the National Association of Citi
zens Crime Commissions have endorsed 
this gun legislation and have urged Con
gress to act favorably upon it. 

The National Council for a Responsible 
Firearms Policy, an organization of out
standing Americans from all walks of 
life, has also endorsed this bill. 

Finally, the need for such legislation 
has been strongly endorsed by the De
partment of Justice, by FBI Director J. 
Edgar Hoover, and by the law-enforce
ment authorities in virtually all our ma
jor cities. 

Why, then, can we not get on with the 
task of acting upon this reasonable pro
posal whose sole purpose is to aid our 
States in enforcing their own gun laws 
and in combat!ng gun crimes within 
their own borders? 

I know of no reason why this cannot 
and should not be done now. 

We should no longer indulge the gun 
interests in their timeworn myths and 
their ruthless lobbying and their scare 
tactics, which have stalled the progress 
of this bill in the Senate for 5 years now. 

WHO IS AGAINST THE GUN BILL? 

Gun control legislation of any kind is 
violently opposed by the KKK, the Amer
ican Nazi Party, the Minutemen, and 
other extremist organizations, both black 
and white. 

Their propaganda is lurid, to put the 
matter mildly. For example, the Paul 
Revere Association Yeomen-it has as 
its acronym PRAY, of all things-has 
warned its members that, if they do not 
prepare stocks of firearms and ammu
nition: 

Your Wives and daughters Will be chattels 
in Mongolian and African brothels. 

This lunatic propaganda does not, I 
am certain, make any impact on the 
average American citizen. Every cause, 
I suppose, has its lunatic fringe and the 
fact of its existence should not disqualify 
the cause. 

A far more formidable obstacle to the 
enactment of gun control legislation has 
been the persistent opposition of power
ful and, I am sorry to say, respected 
organizations like the National Rifle As
sociation and of gun magazines which 
enjoy large circulations among law
abiding American citizens. 

According to certain press accounts, 
officials of the National Rifle Association 
have boasted-! repeat, boasted-that on 
3 days' notice they can inundate con
gressional offices with more than half a 
million letters, postcards and telegrams 
opposing any legislation designed to reg
ulate the sale of firearms. 

The sad fact is that this is no idle 

boast, because the gun lobby has over the 
past several years generated literally 
millions of communications of all kinds 
to Members of the Senate and the 
House. 

From my own experience, from con
versations with fellow Senators and from 
independent surveys tha't have been con
ducted by members of the press, I am 
convinced that the mail which our of
fices have received on this one issue far 
exceeds the mail generated by any other 
issue before the Senate. 

I can understand the concern of Sena
tors who receive thousands of letters 
and telegrams from the people of their 
State opposing this legislation, while 
hearing hardly at all from those who 
support it. But this imbalance seems to 
be in the nature of things in this coun
try. 

As a rule, those ''agin" something 
have the fanaticism and technique and 
the facilities to inundate congressional 
offices. Those who are "for" something 
just do not seem to bother to write, wire, 
or get in touch with their representatives 
in Congress. 

In a recent article in the New Yorker 
magazine, an unnamed Western Senator 
is quoted directly in the following terms. 

I'd rather be a deer in hunting season than 
a polltician who has run afoul of the N.R.A. 
crowd. Most of us are scared to death of 
them. They range from bus drivers to bank 
presidents, from Minutemen to four-star 
generals, and from morons to geniuses, but 
they have one thing in common: they don't 
want anyone to tell them anything about 
what to do with their guns, and they mean 
it. 

I ask the question: How much does 
the gun lobby really represent? 

As I have pointed out, repeated pub
lic opinion polls since 1959 show that 
the overwhelming majority of the Ameri
can people have consistently supported 
the enactment of gun control legislation, 
including the specific provisions of the 
legislation which I now propose again. 

The fact is clear that the gun lobby, 
with all the hundreds of thousands of 
letters that it has been able to generate, 
does not speak for the American people
and history will so record. 

The fact is, further, that the gun lobby 
does not even speak for a majority of 
American gun owners because, accord
ing to the most recent poll, 65 percent 
of all gun owners favor some form of 
gun control legislation. 

For whom, then, does the gun lobby 
speak? 

At the best it speaks for a very small, 
but terribly misguided minority, who do 
not really know what the gun bill is 
about. 

Many of them are decent people. They 
do not understand what the gun bill is 
all about. They do not know what it is 
about because of the simple fact that 
they have been persis·tently misled by a 
handful of reckless and unscrupulous 
men who are in a position to mold public 
opinion in this very limited sector of the 
American community. 

The misrepresentations and the lies 
about the gun bill have been repeated 
over and over again by the officials of 
the National Rifle Association and by 
the editors of the several most militant 
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gun magazines, until they have achieved 
the status of dogma in the gun com
munity. 

But despite this, it is my conviction 
that the great majority of those Amer
icans who have sent letters or telegrams 
to their legislative representatives op
posing the gun bill, would support my 
legislation if they really understood it. 

I make this statement from personal 
experience, because I have on some occa
sions in recent years been called upon 
to address audiences the majority of 
whom were critical of my bill. But their 
:attitude changed immediately when they 
understood why this legislation was nec
essary, and what it does and what it does 
not do. In each case, members of the 
audience would come up and tell me that 
they really had not understood the gun 
bill was about and that my presentation 
had succeeded in changing their minds 
about it. 

I remember one occasion in my State 
when I met with a sizable group of 
sportsmen. I presented the facts about 
this legislation. One fierce little man in 
the front stood up and said, "Now, Sen
ator, tell us about the secret provisions 
of your bill." 

That is the sort of thing we are up 
against in trying to get reasonable legis
lation. 

And so, in appealing for the enact
ment of this legislrution, I want to ap
peal in the first instance to the hundreds 
of thousands of decent, law-abiding, 
patriotic citizens who have written in ~o 
oppose the gun bill because they be
lieved the lies and misrepresentations 
and distortions that have been broadcast 
about it. 

The NRA and the other members of 
the gun lobby have charged repeatedly 
that my legislation calls for gun regis
tration. 

They keep telling that lie over and over 
and over again. But the word "registra
tion" is not anywhere in the legislation, 
and NRA propagandists know it as well 
as I do. 

I am not saying that it would not be 
wise to have it in. But I did not propose 
it, because it was a tough enough fight 
to get even this modest legisl·ation to the 
floor. Still, the gun lobbyists go on lying 
about registration when they know f.t is 
not anywhere in the legislation. 

So, again I say, the decent people, the 
patriotic people, sportsmen, and others, 
should take the time to study this bill 
and find out what it is all about. 

The NRA has implied in its propa
ganda that the legislation would impose 
discriminatory or punitive taxes or fees 
on the purchase or ownership of fire
arms. 

But again the fact is that there is no 
such provision in any of the legislation 
that has been considered in recent years. 

The most that can be said for that lie 
is that this bill would increase the license 
fee from the ridiculous sum of $1 to $10, 
except for the first year-and it ought to 
be more than $1. The consequence of 
having the fee fixed at $1 is that every 
fly-by-night can call himself a licensed 
gun dealer, whether he has a place of 
business or not. 

The editors of Guns & Ammo have 
sought to frighten sportsmen, gun col-

lectors, and gun merchants with this 
blanket description of the intent of the 
act: 

I! you, as a collector, hunter, target shoot
er, gun dealer, gunsmith, or small manufac
turer, Wish to lose your rights to own guns, 
to go hunting, target shoot, deal in firearms, 
read no further. This btll Will ultimately con
fiscate your gun.&-

Think of that: "Confiscate your 
guns''-
make it impossible for you to hunt or stay 
in business. 

But thousands and thousands of people 
have read this statement and, I suppose, 
thought it was true. 

Not a word of this is true. There is not 
a single sentence in this legislation that 
could possibly be construed as imposing 
any restrictions on hunters or target 
shooters or collectors. 

Some of the critics of the bill have 
charged that it would prevent nonresi
dents from bringing firearms into the 
State for hunting purposes. Again, there 
is not a shred of truth to this allegation. 

Finally, some of the more reckless 
critics of the gun bill have charged that 
it is all a part of a Communist plot to dis
arm the American people so that the 
Communists can take over and impose 
their dictatorship. Registration, they 
say, leads to confiscation, and confisca
tion, in turn, makes a Communist take
over easier. 

Not only is there not a word about 
''confiscation" in the legislation, but to 
anyone who knows anything about the 
history of Communist takeovers, this 
argument is the worst kind of nonsense. 

Virtually every mountaineer in Albania 
had an unregistered gun before the Com
munists took over in their country. But 
that did not prevent the Communists 
from taking over. 

On the other hand, the Swiss are a 
nation of sportsmen and gun lovers who 
for decades now have practiced the 
strictest kind of registration. But regis
tration has not led to confiscation-and 
Switzerland remains one of the most 
stanchly anti-Communist countries in 
Europe. 

I suppose it is idle to dwell on this 
argument about passage of reasonable 
gun control legislation helping the Com
munists, but, unfortunately, there must 
be people who believe it. I quote it only 
because it is characteristic of the irre
sponsible campaign of propaganda and 
lies against this sensible measure. 

If the gun lobby were to carry this ar
gument to its logical conclusion the first 
measure they would have to take would 
be to destroy the entire membership list 
of the National Rifle Association and the 
subscription lists of the dozen or more 
gun magazines. For if a Communist re
gime were ever to take power in this 
country, it could, by impounding these 
various lists, instantly be able to compile 
a nationwide master list of the names 
and addresses of gun owners. 

To my recollection, none of my col
leagues has argued, as has much of the 
far-out mail received in my office, that 
the enactment of a gun bill would pave 
the way to a Communist takeover in our 
country. 

But they have argued th:at the pro-

scriptions contained in the measure are 
too severe. 

Among other things, they cite the so
called inconvenience factor, arguing that 
a ban on the interstate mail-order sale of 
firearms would impose undue hardship 
on farmers and ranchers who may live 
far from any gun store and who find it 
more convenient to order their guns 
through the mail. 

Even if the inconvenience factor were 
a reality, I would still say that the sav
ing of thousands of human lives is far 
more important than any inconvenience 
that might be suffered by the relatively 
small number of farmers and ranchers 
who do not have ready access to gun 
stores in the communities in which they 
do their customary shopping. 

But the fact is that the so-called in
convenience factor is a myth. 

The fact is that under the proposed 
legislation isolated farmers and ranch
ers would still be able to order handguns, 
as well as rifles and shotguns, through 
the mails. The only difference is that 
they would have to order their handguns 
from firms operating in their respective 
state, and I do not believe there is a 
State in this Union that does not have 
such an outlet. If there is, I do not know 
about it. They can order from Sears, 
Roebuck; they can order from Montgom
ery Ward-and I do not make a point of 
selecting those two. There are others, I 
know. My point, Mr. President, is that 
there are outlets in every State. 

I know it is going to be a little incon
venient-just a little inconvenient. But it 
is inconvenient to have to buy an auto
mobile license. It is inconvenient to pay 
taxes. We all suffer many little incon
veniences in order to achieve a better 
ordered society, and to save lives and 
curb crime. 

Some of the opponents of the bill-the 
more reasonable and sensible ones-have 
also argued that it is not guns that kill 
people, but the criminals behind the guns. 
And they have further argued that, crim
inals being what they are, they will suc
ceed in obtaining weapons despite any 
laws which we may enact. 

The basic fallacy in this argument is 
it lumps all gun criminals together in a 
single criminal category. 

It may be true that the hardened crim
inal, the so-called professional, will suc
ceed in obtaining weapons no matter 
what laws we may pass. But the great 
majority of those involved in gun crimes 
are not professional criminals. They are, 
on the contrary, amruteur criminals, some 
of them one-time offenders, some of 
them "hopped-up" juveniles involved in 
their first breach of the I~aw. 

In the case of these amateur criminals, 
it is frequently the weapon that kills 
rather than the criminal himself. The 
professional criminal-and I have known 
some, I have spent some part of my life 
in criminal work-will not attempt to 
hold up an old man for the paltry few 
dollars he may have in his pocket, and 
then, if he encounters any resistance, 
panic and fire. He does not operate that 
wa·y. 

But every year there are hundreds of 
murders perpetrated in precisely this way 
by amateur criminals-by kids, young
sters, and juveniles. 
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The professional criminal, sad to re
late, is frequently a man of better than 
average intelligence. The amateur crim
inal, on the other hand, is, more fre
quently than not, a person of inferior 
intelligence and inferior initiative who 
would find it very difficult to obtain a 
gun for himself if the law placed a few 
obstacles in his way, instead of making 
it so incredibly easy to obtain weapons 
of all kinds, singly or in wholesale 
quantities. 

Again I say, Mr. President, the thing 
that makes the gun so deadly a weapon, 
especially in the case of the amateur 
criminal, is that it is so terrifyingly easy 
to kill with a gun. As any psychiatrist can 
confirm, it requires far less psychological 
effort to stand back at a distance and 
simply pull a trigger than it does to 
plunge a knife into another man's body. 
Because of the terrible ease with which 
guns can be used, it is true in countless 
cases of murder and aggrevated assault 
that it is not the finger that pulls the 
trigger, but the trigger that pulls the 
finger. 

The opponents of the gun bill have 
also argued that there is no firm evidence 
that stricter control over the sale of fire
arms would effectively reduce the inci
dence of crimes of violence. I do not un
derstand this argument. I simply do not 
understand it, because in making it, they 
fly full in the face of every statistic, na
tional and international. 

Surely there is an unchallengeable les
son to be derived from the fact that those 
countries that have tight regulations 
governing the sale and possession of fire
arms, have far lower crime rates than 
we have; and from the further fact that, 
in our own country, those States that 
have tight gun laws suffer from far fewer 
murders and other gun crimes, per 
100,000 people, than those States that 
have no gun laws or ineffective gun laws 
or none at all, or practically none. 

Mr. President, I want to make it per
fectly clear that I do not claim that en
acting a Federal gun law will curb all 
gun crimes overnight or, for that matter, 
at any time in the foreseeable future. But 
I do maintain that we can make sub
stantial inroads into this problem and we 
can curtail it dramatically, I believe, so 
the future generations will not be 
victimized by the mail order gun 
murderer, or by the street robber who 
obtained his Saturday night special in a 
store just over the State line. 

The facts that the Juvenile Delin
quency Subcommittee have compiled 
over the last 6 years have convinced me 
of the need for the controls called for 
in title IV. I can only hope I will be 
able to convey to the Senate the terrible 
urgency of the need. 

There are stronger voices that will be 
speaking on this matter later, but I 
would like to outline briefly for the 
RECORD the provisions of title IV. 

Generally speaking, they are compre
hensive and detailed, as they must be if 
they are to be effective. 

I realize that some of the provisions 
are also controversial. But controversy 
is inescapable when we are charting a 
new course for effective Federal control. 

Acknowledging this, I am convinced 
that the legislation now before us is 

neither unreasonable nor imprudent. It 
would, indeed, be imprudence of the 
worst kind to attempt to do less. 

Let me now take each major provision 
of my legislation and explain why it is 
needed, what its intent is, and what its 
impact will be. 
1. THE PROHmiTION OF THE INTERSTATE MAIL

ORDER SALE OF HANDGUNS 

First, title IV would prohibit the inter
state mail order sale of all firearms other 
than rifles and shotguns to nonlicensed 
individuals. 

At the present tme, as I have tried to 
point out, any person, no matter what his 
age or what his background can purchase 
firearms, singly or in quantity, by the 
simple device of filling out a coupon and 
sending it in to a mail-order house. 

The following facts, I believe, docu
ment the need for the mail-order pro
scriptions in the bill. 

Testimony before the subcommittee in 
1965 proved that of 4,069 Chicago mail 
order gun consignees from just two deal
ers, 948 had prior criminal records which 
would have precluded them from pur
chasing weapons in that city. Thus, a 
significant number of criminals, one 
quarter of the total number of mail order 
consignees, received mail-order guns. The 
criminal careers of these consignees run 
the gamut of serious crimes, including 
murder. 

The attorney general of New Jersey 
told the subcommittee, in a survey of 
mail-order gun recipients in his State, 
that 40 percent of the guns sold in this 
manner were sold to persons without per
mits, a requirement of New Jersey law 
that was ignored. Further, he indicated 
that in 44 percent of the cases where 
permits were not issued, the person had 
a prior criminal record. 

Additional testimony by witnesses from 
Philadelphia, New York, Atlanta, St. 
Louis, Los Angeles, and the State of Cali
fornia, attested to the circumvention of 
their laws by the interstate traffic in 
mail-order guns. 

In addition to the testimony of wit
nesses, the subcommittee obtained fur
ther documentation of this problem 
through independent investigations and 
inquiries. 

We found that 25 percent of the mail
order gun recLpien ts in the District of 
Columbia had criminal records prior to 
the time of ordering and receiving mail
order guns. 

In Indiana, 10 percent of the con
signees had prior criminal records. 

In Connecticut, 13 percent of them had 
such records. 

And so it goes across the Nation. 
The statistics, in themselves, may be 

cold and undramatic. 
It might help to inject a bit more 

meaning into them if we pause to visual
ize a few of the cases in this category of 
death by mail order-the killing of a 
14-year-old boy in Virginia, the slaugh
ter of an entire family in suburban Balti
more, a double murder of a mother and 
son in Massachusetts, or a slain Presi
dent, all prematurely and brutally cut 
down with mail-order guns. 

2 . THE PROHmiTION OF HANDGUN SALES TO 
NON-STATE RESIDENTS 

I now turn to the second major section 
of title IV which will prohibit the over-

the-counter sale of all firearms other 
than rifles and shotguns to nonresidents 
of any given State. 

This is a serious area of criminal abuse 
of firearms. Perhaps the most thorough 
inquiry ever undertaken into the sources 
of guns used in crimes across the country 
concerns this very problem. 

During the subcommittee's 1965 hear
ings on Federal gun control legislation, 
the commissioner of public safety of 
Massachusetts referred to what is un
doubtedly the most completely documen
tation at the State level of just where 
and how criminals obtain firearms. He 
testified that over a 10-year period, the 
Massachusetts State Police had traced 
87 percent of the 4,506 guns that had 
been used in the commission of crimes 
in his State to purchases made outside 
of Massachusetts. Massachuetts requires 
that a permit be obtained to purchase 
handguns. But this law was rendered 
useless and futile because of the ready 
availability of guns in neighboring States 
with no guns laws. 

One Massachusetts criminal bought 
nine snub-nosed revolvers in a neighbor
ing State, using a fictiti.Ous name each 
time. Subsequently two of the guns were 
found in the possession of George Mc
Laughlin, one of the FBI's 10 most
wanted criminals. 

Another case concerned a 16-year-old 
youth, who traveled to another State, 
which I shall not identify, and he bought 
three handguns and then sold them to 
youths who used them in crimes in the 
greater Boston area. 

Should the laws of the States be con
travened and abused in this manner? I 
leave the answer to Senators. Is this 
fair? Is this right? Is this intelligent? 

Why, it makes a mockery of State 
control of firearms, and, for that matter, 
of State rights in general. 

We know of a similar situation in De
troit, Mich. Just 1 week prior to the riot
ing which ravaged that city in July of 
1967, the prosecuting attorney of Wayne 
County, which includes Detroit, testified 
before the subcommittee relative to gun 
control legislation. 

He stated that 90 of every 100 guns 
confiscated by the Detroit police from 
lawbreakers are not registered in De
troit. This means that these firearms 
were not purchased in Detroit, or, for 
that matter, in the State of Michigan. 
The laws of that State require that a 
permit be obtained to purchase a hand
gun and that such sales be registered. 

The prosecuting attorney said that the 
majority of these unregistered guns were 
traced to purchasers in a nearby city in 
a neighboring State which appears to 
serve as the unofficial armory for De
troit's gun-toting citizens. In this State, 
by the way, gun controls are nonexistent. 

Subsequent to the Detroit disturbances, 
the subcommittee compiled the case his
tories of those persons who had been 
arrested on gun charges during the riot
ing. Their arrest records prove that 
many of them who had criminal records 
prior to the rioting had purchased their 
firearms outside of Detroit and then 
brought them into Detroit. 

Additional witnesses at the subcom
mittee's hearings testified with regard 
to the problem of nonresident purchases 
of crime guns. 
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Specific instances of persons traveling 

outside of their residence jurisdiction to 
buy guns which were then used in crimes 
of violence "back home" were cited by 
police officials from Washington, D.C., 
Los Angeles, and Philadelphia. 

The attorney general of New Jersey 
cited a survey of nonresident purchase 
of handguns by residents of that State. 

Twenty-seven persons using New Jer
sey addresses purchased 65 handguns in 
a nearby State. Eight of the purchasers 
used either fictitious names or addresses. 
Five used the same fictitious address, 
and one of them, who purchased 12 of 
the guns, was found to have a lengthy 
record for such offenses as robbery, ex
tortion, assault, and attempted rape. 

Further investigation into this aspect 
of the problem by the subcommittee re
vealed that gun dealers in the suburbs 
of Washington, D.C., had sold significant 
numbers of their weapons to residents of 
the District of Columbia. 

One major dealer in the Washington 
suburbs sold 60 percent of his handguns 
to residents of the District, 40 percent 
of whom had criminal records. They were 
persons who could not buy guns locally 
because of their criminal background, 
and they simply took a short bus ride 
to another jurisdiction, with lax gun 
laws, and bought their guns there. 

No wonder the streets of our Nation's 
Capital are so unsafe. 

Just recently in our Nation's Capital, 
a convicted felon made several trips to 
Martinsburg, W. Va., to buy handguns. 
Over a 3-month period, he bought 43 
of them, all of which were foreign made, 
imported, inexpensive belly revolvers. He 
illegally sold 30 of the guns to District 
residents before being apprehended by 
police, who had been alerted to his ac
tivities by authorities in West Virginia. 

The testimony repeatedly proved the 
ease with which any criminal could pur
chase guns utilizing interstate sources. 
The examples of abuse that I have cited 
are typical of a nationwide situation 
which can only be called scandalous and 
shameful. 

Clearly, the nonresident purchase of 
handguns is a serious problem facing 
law enforcement and one which con
tributes significantly to our spiraling 
crime rate. 

The bill now before us would prohibit 
this illicit activity I have described. 

Yet, the impact of this provision on the 
law-abiding and responsible citizens 
would be small. He would have to buy 
his handguns, pistols and revolvers, in 
his home State. And he could simply 
note the make and model and order 
it through his local dealer. 

The impact on the criminal com
munity, however, in particular on the 
low-grade amateurs who constitute the 
great majority of this community, would 
be considerable. If these provisions were 
rigidly enforced, there is every reason 
to hope that many of these amateur 
criminals, as I describe them-these 
doped-up kids, these first offenders who 
get into bad company-would be de
prived of easy access to guns. And if they 
did not succeed in finding weapons for 
themselves, the chances are that they 
would be discouraged from further pur
suing their criminal career. 

Firearms controls at the State level 
can never be effective until this inter
state source of firearms for criminal pur
poses is curbed. 
3. THE PROHIBITION OF HANDGUN SALES TO 

MINORS 

The third major provision of title IV 
would prohibit federally licensed dealers 
from selling firearms other than rifles 
and shotguns to persons under 21 years 
of age. 

This provision it is obvious will help 
curtail the misuse of firearms by minors, 
which we know is a problem of serious 
proportions and one which is increasing 
each year. 

In 1966, minors under the age of 21 
years accounted for 35 percent of the 
arrests for the serious crimes of violence, 
including murder, rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assault. 

Twenty-one percent of our arrestees 
for murder in 1966 were under 21. 

For robbery it was 52 percent and for 
aggravated assault, 28 percent. 

Law enforcement authorities agree al
most to a man that we can significantly 
reduce crimes of violence by our young 
people by making it more difficult for 
those who are crim.e-prone to obtain 
handguns. 

The measure I am proposing calls for 
the outright prohibition of the sale of 
firearms other than ri:tles and shotguns 
to anyone under 21. 

How would this provision affect re
sponsible Americans? 

At the most, it could cause minor in
conveniences to certain youngsters who 
are mature, law abiding, and respon
sible, by requiring that a parent or 
guardian over 21 years of age make a 
handgun purchase foi' any person under 
21. 

I know that there are some youngsters 
under the age of 21 who are more mature 
than others. However, I do not know any 
way to legislate fairly in this area except 
to require that, if they are going to have a 
handgun, the parent or guardian must 
buy it for them. That is what we try to 
do in this bill. 

But, I believe that, if a young man or 
woman decides to purchase a handgun, 
their parent or guardian should be aware 
of the purchase and should approve of it. 

I do not believe that the requirements 
of this bill are unreasonable, especially 
in light of the continuing increase of 
crimes of violence by persons under 21 
years of age. -

4. REQUIREMENT OF IDENTIFICATION 

The fourth major provision of title IV 
requires that all purchasers of firearms 
from Federal licensees be required to 
identify themselves by name, address and 
age. This does not seem to me to be very 
much to ask. 

This is certainly not too much to ask, 
in view of the fact that all people are 
required to establish their identity, by 
producing a driver's license or draft card 
or some other document of this nature, 
on many occasions--for example, when 
they make purchases by check. He would 
be required to identify himself. 

Title IV also provides that the licensee 
would have to record the identity of the 
purchaser and maintain this record in 
his files. I say that this, too, is a very 

mild requirement and a very simple 
matter. 

At present, the Federal Firearms Act 
does not require positive identification 
of the purchasers of firearms from li
censees. This is a shortcoming which has 
been documented in the subcommittee's 
hearings. 

The use of fictitious names, addresses, 
and ages has been utilized on countless 
occasions by juveniles and criminals who 
want to purchase guns anonymously. 

We need look no further than the 
assassination of President Kennedy to 
show just how easy it was for Lee Harvey 
Oswald to obtain his mail-order rifle 
under fraudulent circumstances. That is 
the most tragic and unforgettable inci
dent of its kind, but believe me, there 
have been many, many more. 

Other examples come readily to mind. 
There was the case involving the pur

chase of two Lahti antitank guns by a 
gang of bank robbers who used them to 
blast open the safe at the Brin~s Co., in 
Syracuse, N.Y. 

There was the case of the two Los 
Angeles police killers who bought guns 
under fictitious names in Nevada. 

There was the case of a New York felon 
who purchased 12 guns in Maryland 
using a New Jersey address. 

There was the Boston criminal who 
traveled through New Hampshire buying 
guns under fictitious names. 

And so on, ad infinitum. 
By providing for this elementary meas

ure of control, this measure would not 
only give us an enforceable law, but a law 
that would be tremendously helpful to 
law enforcement in general, in every 
St81te in the Union. 

5. THE LICENSING OF MANUFACTURERS, 
IMPORTERS, AND DEALERS 

The fifth major provision of title IV re
quires that all dealers, manufacturers, 
and importers of firearms, destructive 
devices, and destructive device ammuni
tion be licensed. 

Virtually all dealers today are feder
ally licensed, but this provision would 
serve to make licensing universal. 

Beyond this, it establishes certain 
minimum standards that must be met by 
applicants for licenses. Under the Fed
eral Firearms Act, the standards estab
lished for the granting of licenses are, Sit 
the best, nominal; at the worst, mean
ingless. For example, there is no estab
lished age requirement in the Federal 
Firearms Act. It does not even require 
that the applicant be in the firearms 
business. The license fee is now $1 for 
dealers and only $25 for manufacturers. 

Under the provisions of title IV, and 
applicant for a Federal license would 
have to be 21 years of age. 

He could not be a felon or a fugitive
which is also a requirement of existing 
law. 

He would be required to have a place 
of business, and assurance would have 
to be given that he, in fact, intended to 
begin his business operations during the 
term of the license applied for. Certainly, 
these are reasonable things to ask. 

An applicant for a dealer's license 
would be required to pay an initial fee of 
$25 to partially defray the costs of inves
tigation, and an annual renewal fee of 
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$10 to cover the administrative expense 
of processing and issuing renewals. 

A manufacturer or importer applying 
for a license would be required to pay an 
annual fee of $500. I think that is not 
too much for a person who is in the busi
ness of importing or manufacturing fire
arms. 

Now, it has been insidiously inferred 
that I am in some kind of "cahoots" with 
the gun manufacturers in Connecticut, 
where, I believe, we have 10 out of 80 
manufacturers in the country. But the 
fact is that not a single one of the gun 
manufacturers in Connecticut is for my 
proposal. 

The gun lobby has misrepresented my 
bill in a hundred different ways. I am 
used to lies. But I particularly resent the 
lie being peddled around that I am out to 
help the Connecticut gun manufac-turers 
when, down to the last man, they oppose 
my proposal. 

Fees for dealers, manufacturers, and 
importers of destructive devices-and 
these, in my judgment, are the worst 
of all-would be set at $1,000 annually. 

Fees for pawnbrokers desiring to be 
licensed would be set at $250 on an an
nual basis. 

For the record, I am frank to say that 
this last is a somewhat arbitrary figure. 
I do not say that all pawnbrokers are 
crooked. But the best advice we could 
get from the law enforcement people was 
that the figures should be somewhere in 
this area. Perhaps there is a reason for 
setting the higher licensing rate on that 
kind of business. In any event, I do not 
make a big thing of it. If pawnbrokers 
are properly controlled in the area in 
which they exist, that is not so im
portant. 

The intent of the licensing provisions, 
including the establishing of standards 
and the setting of reasonable fees, is 
to insure that only legitimate business
men, actually engaged in the firearms 
business or intending to engage in it, can 
obtain licenses. 

Another reason for increasin.g the li
censing provisions is that our subcom
mittee has documented countless abuses 
in the licensing area. 

For example, it is estimated by the 
Treasury Department that 25 percent of 
presently licensed dealers are not, in fact, 
businessmen, but simply individuals who 
have secured a $1 Federal dealer's li
cense in order to ship or receive firearms 
in interstate comme·rce at substarutial 
discounts or savings to themselves. 

Then there are the gun dealers with 
Federal licenses who deal from the trunk 
of a car or the back of a truck. We know 
of one case of a man who traveled around 
as a gun dealer peddling his wares from 
a truck in the State of California, after 
he had driven across the country from 
Delaware. He was able to do that, because 
he had a Federal license which he pur
chased for $1. 

Problems like these place a very heavy 
burden upon our law enforcement om
cials. Clearly there is need for stronger 
controls upon the activities of fraudulent 
dealers in firearms. 

My legislation would provide those 
controls by e:ffectively regulalt1ng the 
Federal licensing of dealers, manufac
turers, and importers. 

These provisions would not adversely 
a:ffect the legitim8Jte businessman. They 
are intended to insure that it is he, and 
he only, who becomes licensed. 

That is what we need in this country
legitimate people in the gun business, 
and no,t fly-by-nights who can get a li
cense for $1 and peddle their wares by 
truckload anywhere in this country. We 
must get rid of the fly-by-nights, the 
fringe operators, whom we have come to 
know during our inquiries. Under the 
licensing provision of title IV they would 
be eliminated-and I think they should 
be. 

6. PROHIBITING THE IMPORT OF MILITARY 
SURPLUS WEAPONS 

The sixth major provision of title IV 
would prohibit the import of military 
surplus handguns, destructive devices, 
rand other nonsporting handguns. 
Further, it would regulate the import 
into the United States of all firearms. 

Although this is an area of contro
versy, I believe that the weight of evi
dence proves the need for the enactment 
of import controls. 

The first point that must be made is 
that the United States no longer sells 
its own surplus arms to the public. 

Why, then, should we allow the United 
States to be the dumping ground for all 
of the cast-o:ff military arms of the 
world? 

The nations providing the bulk of this 
surplus armament to international arms 
traders for import to the United States 
do not allow the sale of surplus weapons, 
foreign or domestic, in thedr own coun
tries. 

Second, the bulk of the surplus im
ports which would be banned under my 
bill and nonsporting weapons. They are 
the left-overs from World War I and 
World War II. Many of them were orig
inally made in the United States and 
then lend-leased to allies during the 
wars. They are subsequently imported 
into this country as parts rather than as 
assembled firearms, in order to evade 
the high import duties on assembled 
firearms. 

When imported into the United States, 
foreign surplus handguns are frequently 
rebored and rechambered, and converted 
into snub nose revolvers. 

There is no legitimate need for the 
continued import into the United States 
of such weapons. 

Included in the import ban would be 
the so-called destructive devices-the 
bazookas, antitank guns, mortars and 
other heavy armaments of war. There 
has been little opposition, I want to note 
parenthetically, to these control pro
visions. 

I would like someone to tell me, if 
there is anyone who has that view, what 
reason there can be for importing a 
bazooka into this country today. Who 
would like to live next door to a fellow 
with a bazooka? I do not know anyone 
who would like to do thaJt. 

Another category of weapon that would 
be hit by the import ban is the so-called 
Saturday night special, the inexpensive, 
easily concealed, .22 caliber pot metal 
pistols and revolvers, and the blank start
er guns. 

There have been enough starter guns 
imported into the United States to equip 

every high school, college, or other ath
letic track event for the next hundred 
years. 

Clearly, the bulk of these guns have 
not been imported for sporting events. 
They are imported as blank guns, and 
then rifted barrels are fitted to the frame 
upon entry into the United States, to be 
sold eventually on the street comer for 
$12 or $14, or more, depending on what 
the traffic will bear. 

Let me tell Senators that a rifled 
barrel starter gun will kill a person as 
quickly as will a pistol built for that 
purpose-and such guns have been used 
for that purpose. 

Testimony from law enforcement au
thorities who appeared before the sub
committee bears this out. 

The subcommittee's current inquiry 
into the background of America's mur
derers has established that it is the in
expensive, small caliber imported re
volver that is used in over half of the 
murders where identification is made on 
the gun. 

The impact on crime of the import 
prohibitions in this bill would be sub
stantial. On this point, law enforcement 
leaders throughout the land are agreed. 

The attorney general of South Caro
lina, the attorney general of California, 
and the chiefs of police in Atlanta and 
St. Louis have urged that the traffic in 
these small caliber handguns be curbed. 

The files of law enforcement agencies 
throughout the country prove that 50 to 
80 percent of America's crime guns are 
foreign imports. 

The critics of this provision answer by 
asking, "If guns are not imported, 
would not there st111 be as much mur
der?" I do not think so, because the price 
at which these imported weapons can be 
brought in and sold is so much lower 
than the price at which a legitimate gun 
manufacturer or dealer can sell. This 
makes it much easier for amateurs, low
grade criminals to buy them. 

If we seriously intend to curb crime in 
America, then we must certainly curb 
the import of surplus firearms, especially 
surplus handguns. 

What impact would these import pro
visions in my bill have on the American 
sportsman? 

The weapons which would be prohib
ited are not, by any stretch of the imagi
nation, sporting firearms. 

The voice of America's sportsman-to 
give the National Rifle Association some 
credit-the National Rifle Association 
does not even carry advertisements for 
these Saturday night specials; and, in 
product evaluation studies, the NRA has 
dismissed these weapons as inferior. 

Military surplus rifles, such as the 
well-known Enfield and Mauser, which 
are used by America's hunters, could be 
imported. 

There is certainly no intent in my 
mind to hinder or interfere with the law
ful pursuit of hunting or recreational 
shooting. 

7. THE CONTROL OF DESTRUCTIVE DEVICES 

The seventh major provision of this 
measure would regulate by the most 
stringent controls the acqulsition of the 
destructive devices, the large caliber 
armaments of war such as bazookas, 
antitank guns, and mortars. 
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I do not feel there is any need to dwell 

on this matter. I just cannot imagine 
anybody being in favor of having these 
deadly, dangerous, useless instruments 
around. 

Today, under present Federal law, an 
individual may purchase a 20-millimeter 
antitank gun with the same ease that 
he would purchase a .22 caliber plinking 
rifle. 

Such tolerance should outrage the 
sensibilities of all intelligent men. It is 
simply insane to permit it to go on. 

Mr. President, I speak of the situation 
because it is a specific example of the 
laxity of present law concerning the reg
ulation of these weapons of mass de
struction. 

Such weapons, as I say, have been 
abused by youngsters in California, and 
also in New Jersey. 

Such weapons have been used in rob
beries, including the virtual blowing up 
of a Brink's building in Syracuse, N.Y. 

This provision is undoubtedly the least 
controversial in my bill. There has, in 
fact, been little opposition to placing 
stringent controls over the acquisition of 
these weapons. What little controversy 
there has been involves not the substance 
of the controls, but just where in the 
Federal law such controls are to be 
placed. 

I maintain that the destructive de
vices provisions in my bill are in order, 
and that they should be placed under 
the Federal Firearms Act. 

The Federal Firearms Act, which title 
IV amends and strengthens, has, since 
its enactment in 1938, been the statute 
of general interstate control of all kinds 
of firearms. 

On the other hand, the National Fire
arms Act, with its taxing provisions
and that is about all it has-covers only 
machineguns, sawed-off shotguns and 
rifles and the so-called gadget guns. 

The National Firearms Act does not 
proscribe the sale or shipment of these 
weapons to felons or fugitives, but only 
imposes a transfer tax upon the transfer 
of such weapons. 

All it does is impose a tax. I say, what 
kind of way is that to deal with sawed
off shotguns, sawed-off rifles, and ma
chineguns? 

A tax on them? A pox on them, I say. 
Anyone should be punished for having 

any such a firearm in his possession, and 
anybody who sells one ought to be pun
lished too, except if it is being put to some 
legitimate use in the law-enforcement 
branches of our Government. 

It will probably be surprising to those 
who take the time to read what I have 
said here today that there is no pro
hibition in the National Firearms Act 
against the shipment of these weapons. 
However, there is a prohibition on the 
interstate transfer of :firearms to felons 
and fugitives in the present Federal Fire· 
armsAct. . 

If title IV is to become the updated 
Federal law covering all firearms, then 
its provisions should clearly include those 
firearms that are classified as destruc
tive devices. 

8. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS 

The eighth major provision of this bill 
calls for increased penalties for viola
tions of its provisions. 

At present, the Federal Firearms Act 
imposes penalties of up to 5 years im
prisonment and $2,000 in fines, or both. 

It is my view and tha.t of the admin
istration that an increase in these pen
alties is called for if we are to accomplish 
the overall goals of the legislation. 

In line with this, title IV provides for 
penalties of up to 5 years imprisonment 
and $5,000 in fines, or both; and, forcer
tain specified offenses, such as the willful 
shipment of firearms for felonious pur
poses, a term of imprisonment of up to 
10 years and fines of $10,000, or both. 

This concludes my discussion of the 
major areas of title IV. 

I wish now to tum for a moment to the 
declarations and findings section, for, 
while it is nonsubstantive, and simply 
states the problem as determined by the 
Congress, it is, I recognize, controversial. 

This section simply summarizes the 
committee's :findings over the last 6 
years. 

There is certainly no intention on my 
part, nor the committee's, to critize 
America's sportsmen or to lump sports
men with criminals. 

The declarations and :findings are a 
straightforward summary of facts deter
mined to be true by the subcommittee 
over the last 6 years, and adopted by the 
full Judiciary Committee in its report. 

Furthermore, the section spells out 
what we believe to be the rights of law
abiding citizens to purchase and own 
:firearms for lawful purposes, and makes 
it clear that it is not our intention to 
interfere with those rights. 

I believe that this is an accurate re
flection of the problem and a factual 
assessment of the impact of the title's 
provisions on law-abiding American 
sportsmen. 

While there may be some emotional 
temptation to strip the bill of its 
declarations and findings-and I hope 
there will not be--l see no objective 
reason for doing so and urge its reten
tion in the measure. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I believe 
that I have documented a serious prob
lem of gun abuse in this country and I 
have tried to pinpoint those areas of 
abuse which the Federal Government 
has the responsibility to correct through 
the enactment of proper controls. 

I now urge that we consider this legis
lation upon its merits. 

I believe its merits are considerable 
and that it is preferable to any other 
gun proposal that the subcommittees and 
committees of this body have considered 
since December of 1963. 

There is one possible misunderstand
ing of a procedural nature that I would 
like to set to rest. 

It has been charged that title IV in ef
fect repeals the Federal Firearms Act of 
1938 and that, in doing so, it deprives 
us of the important protection of this 
pioneering firearms law. 

Let me set the record straight on this 
point. 

Title IV does transfer the Federal Fire
arms Act from one section of the United 
States Code to another section. But this 
is a far different matter from "repealing" 
it. 

It transfers it to title 18 of the United 
States Code, where, I believe, it belongs. 
That is the criminal code. And we are 

talking about the criminal misuse and 
abuse of guns. And if we want to have 
reasonable control over this tra:tnc, it 
ought to be under title 18. 

I repeat: I do not want to repeal the 
Federal Firearms Act; I want to 
strengthen it and put it where it really 
can be enforced. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DODD. I yield. 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the 

Senator is not talking about repealing 
the Federal Firearms Act, but is talking 
about transferring it to the Criminal 
Code. The Senator is proposing to carry 
all the provisions of the Federal Fire
arms Act over· into the Criminal Code; 
so that nothing is actually repealed. 

Mr. DODD. The Senator is exactly 
correct. I am glad that the Senator 
asked that question. It is very helpful. 
That is exactly what I am trying to say. 

I believe that it ought to be under title 
18. I believe that it ought to be 
strengthened. I do not want to repeal 
one word of it. 

It was simply my wish to transfer the 
Federal Firearms Act, as modified by 
title IV, from title 15 of the United 
States Code to title 18 of the Code, for 
the simple reason that it properly be
longs in the Federal Criminal Code, or 
title 18 as it is commonly called. 

To me it makes sense that a Federal 
law designed to curb the flow of fire
arms to criminals, juveniles and other 
irresponsible elements, and which estab
lishes criminal penalties for its viola
tion, belongs in that portion of the 
United States Code which contains all of 
our criminal laws, rather than under 
title 15, which takes in all the Federal 
laws pertaining to commerce and trade. 
This is not basically a problem of com
merce and trade. This is a problem of 
law enforcement and keeping guns out 
of the hands of criminals and lunatics 
and children. 

Any :firearms bill inevitably bears an 
incidental relationship to trade and com
merce. But it is immeasurably more in
volved with Federal crime and law 
enforcement. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
the measure I am now sponsoring is 
sound morally, sound juridically, sound 
politically, and sound by every standard 
against which legislation can be judged. 

Nor is there any doubt in my mind 
that its enactment would be a major 
victory for the cause of law enforcement, 
and that it would over the coming years 
save scores of thousands of Americans 
from death or maiming at the hands of 
trigger-nervous criminals, most of them 
juveniles and low-grade amateurs. 

Nor is there any doubt in my mind 
that the enactment of this legislation 
would do much to redeem America's rep
utation in the world community. 

It should be a matter of concern for 
every American that our best friends 
look with horror upon the 'Violence that 
is epidemic in our country and upon the 
easy traffic in guns that contributes to 
this violence. 

That situation does not exist anywhere 
else in the world. 

On this point I would like to quote the 
recent words of a British journalist by 
the name of Henry Fairlie, who lives in 
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Washington and who truly loves our 
country. This is what he said: 

There is an element of violence in Ameri
can society which the outsider has to learn 
to comprehend. History and character can
not be reversed and changed overnight. But 
this is no excuse for allowing violence such 
an easy access to the weapons which it not 
only needs, but which actually encourage it, 
tempt it, incite it. However much I may love 
and admire America, its gun laws come near 
to ruling it out of civilized society. 

I appeal to Senators to vote for this 
measure on the basis of its merits. 

I appeal to them not to be misled or 
cajoled by the scores of thousands of let
ters and telegrams with which a power
ful and highly organized lobby is at 
present-as in the past-inundating 
Washington. 

I appeal to them to weigh the facts and 
to weigh the statements of our law en
forcement authorities, from Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover down. 

I appeal for their concurrence in the 
proposition that the sanctity of human 
life and the prevention of crime are in
finitely more important matters than 
the negligible inconvenience that our 
hunters and sportsmen may suffer in 
consequence of this bill. I appeal espe
cially to the Senators from States in 
which firearms are commonly used. I 
know that scores of thousands of decent 
law-abiding sportsmen have been mis
led by the propaganda of the gun lobby 
and I wish to drive this fact home. They 
have been misled by the National Rifle 
Association, with its vast membership, 
and its millions of dollars, and its un
scrupulous methods. I wish Senators 
from the States in question would under
stand how little the gun lobby really rep
resents and how much they have dis
torted the facts about this legislation. 
And most of them would understand it. 
I am disposed to believe, if they read the 
bill carefully. 

As the Senate knows, the terms of the 
bill which I originally submitted also 
applied to rifles and shotguns. In the 
course of a prolonged committee debate, 
however, rifles and shotguns were re
moved from the coverage of title IV, 
because I could not get that bill through 
the Senate committee in its original 
form. 

In my opinion, as I said at the time, 
this was a mistake. My conviction has 
been reinforced by the fact that, only 
hours after the committee had voted to 
approve the measure without long guns, 
the news came that Martin Luther King 
had been killed by an assassin armed 
with a rifle. 

Crime statistics prove that long arms 
are used in more than one-third of all 
gun murders committed in this country. 
On top of this, I do not think that any
one can remain unconcerned over the 
growing role played, in the current epi
demic of riots, by rifles in the ha nds of 
so-called urban guerrillas, many of them 
men with criminal records. 

It is therefore my hope tha t title IV 
will be amended so that its ooverage will 
include shotguns and 1ifles. This will not 
be easy, perhaps, be·cause the gun lobby 
has been so successful in frightening so 
many decent hunters and SipOrtsmen into 
believing that, if this title is passed, they 
will not be able to engage in that sport. 
But I am nevertheless optimistic that 

they will support this measure when 
they know the facts. 

They should be on my side. They 
should be up front fighting for this title, 
because it protects them as much as it 
protects the rest of our society. With such 
an amendment, title IV would closely 
parallel the gun control legislation which 
I introduced in 1966 on behalf of the 
administration. 

My final appeal to Senators is that 
they vote for an adequate measure, that 
they vote for a strong measure, that they 
vote for title IV in its strongest possible 
form. 

I urge them not to miss the opportu
nity that now presents itself, because, if 
the past is any guide to the future, and 
if we fail to enact an adequate measure 
in this session, it may be another several 
decades before Oongress again gets 
around to dealing with this problem, so 
vital to the enforcement of our laws and 
t ranquility of our society. 

One of this Nation's most distinguished 
lawyers, Edward Bennett Williams, who 
is from my State, and of whom we are 
very proud, delivered a sPeech last week 
at Georgetown University Law School, 
and I quote part of what he said: 

We must at long last get Congress to stop 
cowering before the gun lObbies. As long as 
there is no effective gun control legislation 
in this country, violence will be so much the 
harder to oontain. 

When the Congress gets the courage to 
stand up to the National Rifle Associati-on, it 
will have taken its first significant step to
ward the suppression of violence in the 
cities. 

Thus spoke one of the ablest and most 
experienced lawyers in our Nation, a 
man whom I am proud to call my friend 
and my neighbor. 

It was a statement which, I know as 
a certainty, reflects the thinking of the 
overwhelming majority of our citizens, 
including our gun owners. 

It was a statement which, I am equally 
certain, reflects the thinking of virtually 
all of our law-enforc~ment authorities. 

It was a statement which would be en
dorsed by the hundreds of newspapers 
which have called editorially for strin
gent gun control legislation, and which, 
as I have pointed out, represent between 
them more than 90 percent of the total 
newspaper circulation in this country. 

I now propose that, in addressing our
selves to this measure, we do our duty as 
the elected representatives of the 
American people. 

Historically, every time a solid, work
able proposal is made to control the sale 
of firearms to criminals, assassins, 
juveniles, and mentally disturbed indi
viduals, the same self-styled keepers and 
interpreters of the Constitution drag out 
the same basketful of shopworn argu
ments which they use to befuddle the 
public, boggle Congress, and kill the pro
posed legislation. 

They have succeeded admirably. Until 
now, for the last 30 years not a single 
piece of substantive firearms legislation 
has gotten to the floor of the Senate for 
debate. 

And in those 30 years, the criminal, 
the assassin, the juvenile, the sniper, 
those previously known as mental pa
tients, and certified madmen have gone 
on their merry way, killing and maim-

ing, oblivious to whom they owe so much 
for their license to buy what firearms 
they will to vent their rage. 

They are probably not aware that a 
powerful lobby made up of misled sports
men, who have been fed a steady diet of 
distortion and misinformation on fire
arms laws and the need to advance these 
laws beyond the cowboy and Indian, 
horse and buggy requirements of a gen
eration ago, is responsible for the great 
fireams freedom that they enjoy. 

I am periodically bombarded with let
ters from "sportsmen" and ''sporting 
groups." It is clear to me that those who 
wrote the letters are unsure of them
selves. They are scared. 

Many, for example, speak of "guns for 
home protection" in the event law and 
order breakdown, not realizing that 
much of their 3.1rgument is the result of 
the gunrunners exploiting fear during a 
time of civil unrest, and suggesting a gun 
in every home as a solution. When a per
son is scared and unsure of himself, he 
should not be handling a gun. 

I have received thousands of such let
ters. And a common thread runs through 
them all. Thait thread is fear. The gun
runners discovered it long ago. And they 
have exploited it. This year the biggest 
domestic sales of arms in our histocy will 
be recorded. 

That is the effect that can be had by a 
powerful, well-financed, well-organized 
lobby. 

Mr. President (Mr. BURDICK in the 
chair), there is a tendency to f01rget that 
the gun lobby is only a relatively small 
group, and that it depends on terror for 
its success. It moves its membership to 
write letters to legislators, newspapers, 
and Congressmen by telling them falsely 
the law threatens to take away their fire
arms. Nothing could be further from the 
truth. It plays on their fear. 

The members try to intimidate the 
Congressmen by threatening to vote 
against them at election time. 

As I said earlier, I come from one of 
the largest gun-manufacturing States in 
the Union and the gun people in my 
State are not for me, or at least none of 
them that I know of. They work very 
hard against me. 

It interested me and c0mforted me 
that one of those large gun-manufactur
ing companies allowed me to go through 
its plant when I was home the last time. 
I was fearful about it, and I did not 
know how I would be treated. The men 
and women at the benches were on my 
side. I received a heartwarming recep
tion. I was told, "Do not be afraid of the 
gun lobbies. Do not let them frighten 
you out of what you know is right." 

Yes; it is basically a system built on 
terror. 

And remember, at all times, this small 
group, motivated and financed by the 
self-interest of the gunrunners, is the 
one who has succeeded in opposing laws 
that most of America wants, to disarm 
the criminal, and those similar ly un
qualified to go about armed to the teeth. 

Well, then, who are those who want 
good laws, who want the wide-open sale 
of firearms to criminals halted, who are 
sick at the thought of Americans arming 
against Americans, laying in stockpiles 
of weapons and ammunition for the long 
hot summer? · 
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Recent editions Of the CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD are replete with public opinion 
polls showing that more than 70 percent 
of the American public are in that 
group. 

I have never seen a legitimate public 
opinion poll, regardless of how the ques
tion was drawn, in which the public de
mand for tougher firearms laws dropped 
below 65 percent. 

Hundreds of editorials, from both 
newspapers and broadcasters, have been 
spread on this record demanding con
gressional action to toughen Federal 
laws, at least to the point where crimi
nals and others likely to use them on the 
spur of the moment cannot put together 
arsenals with which to prey on the 
public. 

The Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin
quency has taken thousands of pages of 
testimony on the need for firearms laws. 

And in that testimony, law-enforce
ment officers at every level and from 
every part of the country asked for the 
kind of a Federal law that would be 
workable, effective in dealing with the 
interstate traffic in firearms, and a law 
which will penalize the criminal. 

Responsible law enforcement univer
sally supports the firearms amendment 
I have attached to S. 917, now known, 
and under debate here, as title IV of the 
omnibus crime bill. 

There is no other legislation now be
fore the Senate that has such support 
from law enforcement. 

It is title IV which they most favor, 
and if they could work their will on this 
Congress they would include rifles and 
shotguns in its provisions. 

Attorney General of the United States, 
the Honorable Ramsey Clark, when he 
testified before this subcommittee last 
summer, favored the legislation, and said 
so repeatedly though he considered it 
minimal. Much of his testimony was 
based on the considerable experience of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and 
its Director, J. Edgar Hoover. 

Mr. Hoover himself has repeatedly 
asked for a stronger firearm law, a law 
tougher and more comprehensive than 
the one now under consideration here. 

As recently as April 23, 1968, Deputy 
Attorney General Warren Christopher, 
speaking again for the Justice Depart
ment, strongly endorsed title IV and 
noted that Justice would prefer a bill in
cluding rifles and shotguns. Such a law 
would be "of material assistance to the 
States in the discharge of their responsi
bilities." 

I ask that the full text of Mr. Chris
topher's letter be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D.C., April 23, 1968. 

Hon. THOMAS J. DODD, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin

quency, Committee on the Judiciary, U .S. 
Senate, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR DODD: Pursuant to your re
quest, and that of Senator Tydings, we have 
examined the firearms amendment offered by 
you and accepted by the Senate Judiciary 
Committee Sit its l,ast meeting on S. 917. 

CXIV--'176-Part 10 

Basically, the amendment embodies the 
provisd.ons of Amendment 90 to S. 1 except 
With respect to long guns. Amendment 90 
prohibited the interstate mail order sale of 
l,ong guns; the current S~IDendment does not. 
Amendment 90 prohibited the sale of long 
guns to .persons under 18 years of age; the 
current amendment does not. The two vei'
sions are otherwise, with minor differences, 
virtually identical. Both versions specifically 
provide against any adverse imp81Ct on State 
law. 

As with Amendment 90, the current 
amendment does not require the registration 
or licensing of rifies, shotguns, or other fire
arms, nor is it directed to the possessdon or 
lawful use of long guns. 

The Department continues to believe that 
Amendment 90 is the legislation which 
should be enacted. If, however, the Congress 
is of the view that the proposed exemptions 
for long guns should be adopted, this amend
ment is technically sound for accomplishing 
that purpose. consequently, while this 
amendment does not cover all categories of 
firearms Which we believe should be covered, 
it is constructive legislation which should be 
of material assistance to the States in the 
discharge of their responsib111ties. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the submission of 
this report from the standpoint of the Ad
ministration's program. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN CHRISTOPHER, 
Deputy Attorney General. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Inter
national Association of Chiefs of Police, 
without question the most renown., most 
respected association of police officials in 
the world has repeatedly sought a better 
Federal firearms law. 

In a letter I received recently from Mr. 
Quinn Tamm, executive director of the 
association, Mr. Tamm said: 

Our Association !eels that there must be 
legislation enacted which w111 be effective 
in stemming the easy access to firearms by 
individuals to whom such weapons should be 
restricted. 

This group, too, asks that rifles and 
shotguns be put back into this bill to 
make the controls on all firearms equally 
effective. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the letter from Mr. Quinn Tamm, be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF CHIEFS OF POLICE, INC., 
Washington, D.O., May 2,1968. 

Hon. THOMAS J. DODD, 
Senate Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee, 

Old Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: Although I have writ
ten you on previous occasions, the most re
cent being February 13, 1968, expressing the 
support of the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police for your gun control legis
lation now being considered as Title 4 of S. 
917, I wish to once again e~ress our sup
port. 

Our Association feels that there must be 
legislation enacted which will be effective 
in stemming the easy access to firearms by 
individuals to whom such weB~pons should be 
restricted. 

I sincerely hope the Senate will favorably 
consider Title 4 as a minimum requirement 
and hopefully will restore rifies and shot
guns in the coverage of this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
QUINNTAMM, 

Executive Director. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the chief 
law enforcement officer of the most 
populous State in the Union, Attorney 
General Lynch of California supports 
title IV wholeheartedly. 

In a letter to me dated April 26, 1968, 
General Lynch said: 

I shall no·t dwell on the recurring public 
tragedies which have resulted from the de
ranged us'e of weapons obtained through 
channels which would be closed by this 
proposal. 
... The gun-both as a threat and as a 

means of protection-has come to embody 
the atmosphere of violence and fear which 
pervades our nation. The current fed·eral pro
posal will not dispel this atmosphere nor will 
it remove firearms from American households. 
It Will simply provide reasonable fed.eral con
trols which have been desperately needed for 
many years. It is a step toward sanity. 

Mr. President, I ask the letter be 
printed in full in the REcoRD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, OFFICE OF 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, DEPART
MENT OF JUSTICE, 

San Francisco, April 26, 1968. 
Hon. THOMAS J. DODD, 
U.S. Senator, Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Juvenile Delinquency, Old Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Dono: As President Johnson's 
proposal for firearms control approaches the 
Senate floor, I wish to reaffirm the support 
for this measure which I first expressed be
fore your Committee in 1965. 

I shall not dwell on the recurring public 
tragedies which have resulted from the de
ranged use of weapons obtained through 
channels which would be closed by this pro
posal. 

The gun-both as a threat and as a means 
of protection-has come to embody the at
mosphere of violence and fear which pervades 
our na,tion. The current federal proposal will 
not dispel this atmosphere nor will it remove 
firearms from American households. It Will 
simply provide reasonable federal controls 
whtch have been desperately needed for many 
years. It is a step toward sanity. 

My concern in the Spring of 1968-as the 
chief law offioer of the most populous state 
of the Union-centers on the current and 
continued acquisition of firearms by extrem
tsts, both black and white. We find that ex
tremists persons With totally distorted views 
of life, persons who often are legally barred 
from purchasing firearms in California, con
tinue to obtain them out of state, either per
sonally or by mail. This is intolerable. 

Due to federal inaction, California last 
year passed laws regulating the sale and 
possession of heavy military weapons-mor
tars, bazookas, and anti-tank guns. One of 
our citizens-with a highly unstable back
ground-possessed more than seventy tons 
of such weapons. In the past few years, Cali
fornia law enforcement officials have en
countered literally dozens of situations 
where quantities of heavy weapons have 
been found in the hands of militant ex
tremists. While we have attempted to regu
late these weapons in California, they are 
still freely available elsewhere in this coun
try-in quantities sufficient to arm military 
forces. 

We also have faced in California the prob
lem of extremists who have obtained federal 
firearms dealers licenses simply for the pur
pose of stockp111ng guns. 

Daily, I deal with the law enforcement 
problems of America's most urban state
hundreds of miles of cities strung along our 
western coast. In such an environment, the 
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uncontrolled proliferation of firearms-due 
to the lack of proper federal controls-forms 
one of law enforcement's major problems. 
This unseen spread of deadly weapons pre
sents a danger which can only be estimated 
from that fractional portion which we are 
able to detect. It is a danger which can only 
be properly dealt with by the Federal Govern
ment. 

There are too many incidents of criminals, 
ex-felons, who are legally barred from pur
chasing hand-guns in California and who 
purchase them in other states to commit 
crimes in California and to shoot California 
citizens. One such case involves a man who 
now sits on Death Row in San Quentin 
Prison. 

California's firearms laws are among the 
most enlightened of any state. They are 
strongly supported by the people of our 
state. They are--at present--much stronger 
than the federal laws. Yet, we can only do 
so much. 

I assure you of my wholehearted support 
for the President's proposal, and again, offer 
any assistance which I may provide to secure 
passage of this measure. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS C. LYNCH, 

Attorney General. 

CITIZENS' CRIME COMMISSIONS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, at the city, 
State, Federal and international level, 
public officials and law enforcement 
agencies are insistent that we in Congress 
enact meaningful firearms control legis
lation which will offer to every State and 
its citizens the protection of interstate 
and foreign commerce regulation on the 
traffic in lethal weapons. 

From the National Association of Citi
zens' Crime Commissions, an organiza
tion whose members represent some of 
the earliest efforts of the citizenry to for
tify the resources of law enforcement, 
comes vigorous approval for stringent 
controls on firearms. Several of these 
groups are 25 or more years old. 

They are in Chicago, New Orleans, 
Miami, Baltimore, Philadelphia, Boston, 
Atlanta, Burbank, Crown Point, Ind., 
Dallas, Fort Worth, Kansas City, Mo., 
St. Louis, Waukegan, Wichita, and Wil
mington. 

This group's message to Congress 
urges: 

Controls provided in Title IV should em
brace rifies and shotguns. But even as pre
sently drafted, Title IV refiects almost unani
mous popular sentiment. 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

Professionals who daily confront the 
anomoly of unfettered sale of firearms to 
criminals and children, the laWYers of 
this country, through the American Bar 
Association, have for years expressed 
their support for "strong legislation to 
restrict the interstate shipment of 
firearms." 

In 1965 and again in 1966 the House 
of Delegates of the American Bar As
sociation overwhelmingly voiced its sup
port for this legislation. Their 1966 vote 
applies to this pending title IV, accord
ing to the president of the American Bar, 
Mr. Earl F. Morris. He continues: 

In our view title IV does not meet the fUll 
need for Iegisla tion 1n this critical field. I am 
hopeful-

He concludes-
that the Senate will amend title IV to in
clude rifles and shotguns. 

Mr. President, I ask that the letter 
from the American Bar Association and 

the attached resolutions be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.O., April26, 1968. 

Senator THOMAS J. Donn, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR Donn: As you know, the 
American Bar Association strongly supports 
the Administration's firearms control legisla
tion of which you have been a leading pro
ponent. 

After careful study of the various proposals 
to amend the Federal Firearms Act, the Crim
inal Law Section of the ABA in 1965 rec
ommended support for S. 1592 of the 89th 
Congress. The House of Delegates of the 
ABA voted 184 to 26 to approve the recom
mendations of the Criminal Law Section. 
This vote was taken after the members of 
the House of Delegates heard a debate be
tween the executive vice president of the 
National Rifie Association and a sponsor of 
the 1965 legislation. 

Again in 1966, the House of Delegates over
whelmingly voiced its support for strong leg
islation to restrict the interstate shipment 
of firearms. Enclosed are copies of the two 
resolutions. 

While Title IV of S. 917 (substitute) has 
the support of the Association because it 
would be covered by the 1965 and 1966 reso
lutions, in our view Title IV does not meet 
the full need for legislation in this critical 
field. I am hopeful that the Senate will 
amend Title IV to include rifies and shot
guns. 

We appreciate the efforts that you and your 
colleagues are making to bring about reason
able regulation of firearms. 

Sincerely, 
EARL F. MORRIS. 

[Section of criminal law, August 1965] 
FIREARMS ACT 

Resolved, That the American Bar Associa
tion urges the Congress of the United States 
to enact S. 1592, 89th Congress, or similar 
legislation which would amend the Federal 
Firearms Act to prohibit the shipment of 
fire81l"ms in interstate commerce except be
tween federally licensed manufacturers, deal
ers and importers; to prohibit sales by fed
erally licensed dealers of shotguns and rifies 
to persons under 18 years of age, and of all 
other types of firearms to persons under 21 
years of age; to prohibit felons, fugitives 
and persons under indictment of felonies 
from shipping or receiving firearms in inter
state commerce, and to control commerce in 
large caliber weapons; to restrict the sale of 
handguns to residents of the state where 
purchased; and to limit the unrestricted 
volume of imported weapons. 

Be it further resolved, that the Section of 
Criminal Law be authorized to present the 
views of the American Bar Association to the 
appropriate committees of Congress on such 
proposed legislation. 

[Section of criminal law, August 1967] 
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1967 
Resolved, that the American Bar Associa

tion supports in principle the enactment of 
S. 917 (and H.R. 5037), 90th Congress, a bill 
known as the Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice Assistance Act of 1967, designed to 
assist state and local governments in reduc
ing the incidence of crime, to increase the 
effectiveness, fairness and coordination of 
law enforcement and criminal justice sys
tems at all levels of Government, and for 
other purposes. 

Be it further resolved, that the Section of 
Criminal Law is authorized to present the 
views of the American Bar Association on 

such legislation to the appropriate commit
tees of Congress. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR RESPONSIBLE 
FIREARMS POLICY 

Mr. DODD. In recent years the prolif
eration of firearms of all types has been 
a matter of extreme concern in neigh
borhoods large and small, in oommunity 
service clubs, and in national organiza
tions. 

Prior to thwt hot summer day in Watts 
in 1965 when sniper fire and armed re
sistance emerged as a part of civil dis
order in our generwtion, police across the 
country asked for laws that would place 
even moderate controls on the sale of 
firearms to extremists, to criminals, to 
the mentally ill. 

But since that time, increased volume 
of the sales and criminal misuse of fire
arms brought knowledgeable people to
gether in an effort to do something about 
it. 

We have heard from them. Their 
testimony is spread on the r·eoord. It has 
been available to those who would listen. 

Long ago, such knowledgeable and 
prominent men as James V. Bennett, 
then director of the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons pleaded from the base of a life
time of experience in penology and crim
inology for a law to limit effectively the 
free access of criminals to firearms. 

After his retirement, af,ter almost 30 
years of public service, a group of con
cerned and public-spirited citizens 
joined with Mr. Bennett and formed the 
National Council for a Responsible Fire
arms Policy, largely to offset the power
ful national gun lobby and its blind 
opposition to realistic, workable firearms 
laws. 

I received this telegram last week: 
The National Council for Responsible 

Firearms Policy urges your active support 
in the public interest for Title IV of Crime 
Bill as minimum gun legislation. Also urge 
support of Floor amendment to include long 
guns. 

That is direct enough, strong enough, 
and clear enough. 

It is a forceful expression of the con
sidered opinion of a number of men who 
qualify by experience to speak. 

They are, in addition to Mr. Bennett 
who is president, such men as David L. 
Bazelon, chief judge, U.S. Court of Ap
peals; Dr. Karl Menninger, of the Men
ninger Foundation; the Honorable J. 
Millard Tawes, former Governor of 
Maryland; Dr. J. Elliott Corbett, direc
tor, Washington Study Program, the 
Methodist Church, and Rabbi Maurice N. 
Eisendrath, president, the Union of 
American Hebrew Congregations. 

Mr. President, on April 29, 1968 mem
bers of the Senate received a statement 
from the executive committee of the na
tional council. I ask that it be printed 
in the REcoRD at this point and that the 
full list of the board of directors and of
fleers be printed immediately thereafter. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR A RESPON
SIBLE FIREARMS POLICY, 

washington, D.O., April 29, 1968. 
The public interest demands enactment o! 

the Administration's proposal to control the 
movement of firearms in interstate com
merce. The Senate Judiciary Cominittee has 
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approved only half of that proposal as an 
amendment to the anti-crime bill. The total 
public interest would be best served by the 
total proposal, involving rifles and shotguns 
as well as handguns. By prohibiting inter
state sales, this would assign to states, local
ities, and local dealers full responsibility for 
controlling gun sales in the interests of their 
own areas. 

How many more tragedies must the Ameri
can people endure before the Congress 
recognizes and deals with all the dimensions 
of the firearms problem? 

The Congress is being inundated with mail 
from sportsmen and other gun owners urging 
defeat of the Administration proposals. The 
National Rifle Association and the gun clubs 
do not speak for the nation's sportsmen. The 
appeals to Congress from these sources do not 
represent the views of the majority of the 
gun owners of this country, and certainly not 
the views of the great majority (over 70 % ) of 
the American people. 

After careful study of the firearms issue, 
the imperatives of public order and safety 
in this matter, and the many polls of not only 
overall public opinion but also the views of 
the nation's gun owners (who number well in 
excess of 25 million), we believe the Ameri
can people urgently want the kinds of con
trols the Administration has proposed. And 
so do the majority of American sportsmen. 

We believe we speak for the great majority 
of Americans-but more than tha,t. If any 
organization may be said to speak for the 
country's sportsmen on this issue, our cre
dentials are much more convincing than 
those of the National Rifle Association and 
its sister organizations opposing firearms 
controls designed to meet the needs of mod
ern America. 

We urge enactment of the overall Admin
istration proposal and firmly believe this is 
what the public at large, including the na
tion's legitimate gun owners, earnestly want. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR A RESPONSIBLE FIRE-
ARMS POLICY 

BOARD OF DmECTORS 
Cleveland Amory, author, columnist and 

critic. 
Judge David L. Bazelon, Chief Judge, U.S. 

Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. 
Hon. James V. Bennett, former Director, 

U.S. Bureau of Prisons (1937 to 1964). 
Hon. Leonard s. Blondes, Attorney, member 

of Maryland General Assembly. 
Erwin D. Canham, Editor in Chief, THE 

CHRISTIAN-SciENCE MONITOR. 
Dr. J. Elllott Corbett, Director, Washington 

Study Program, The Methodist Church. 
Dr. Lowell Russell Ditzen, Director, The 

National Presbyterian Center. 
Rabbi Maurice N. Eisendrath, President, 

The Union of American Hebrew Congrega
tions. 

Dr. David Lanham, Chief, Legal Psychiatric 
Services, District of Columbia. 

Hon. John V. Lindsay, Mayor of New York 
City, former member of U.S. House of Repre
sentatives. 

Bishop John Wesley Lord, Bishop of the 
Washington Area, The Methodist Church. 

Paul F. McArdle, Attorney, former presi
dent of Washington, D.C. Bar Association. 

Dr. Karl Menninger, Psychiatrist; Chair
man, Board of Trustees, The Menninger 
Foundation. 

Rev. William R. Moors, Associate Minister, 
Cedar Lane Unitarian Church, Bethesda, 
Maryland. 

Dr. James M. Nabrit, Jr., President of How
ard University, former Deputy U.S. Repre
sentative to United Nations. 

Frances Neeley, Associate Secretary, Friends 
Committee on National Legislation. 

David J. Steinberg, Secretary and Chief 
Economist, Committee for a National Trade 
Policy, Inc. 

Han. Adlai E. Stevenson III, Treasurer, 
State of Illinois. 

Han. Charles P. Taft, Attorney, member of 
Cincinnati City Council, former Mayor of 
Cincinnati. 

Hon. J. M1llard Tawes, former Governor of 
Maryland. 

OFFICERS 
President, James V. Bennett. 
Vice President, Leonard S. Blondes. 
Secretary, J. Ell1ott Corbett. 
Treasurer, David J. Steinberg. 
AFL-CIO ENDORSES TITLE IV-WOULD ADD 

LON GARMS 

Mr. DODD. On Ms.y 1, 1968, the 
American Federation of Labor and Con
gress of Industrial Organizations again 
endorsed the need for strong Federal 
firearms laws. 

When the AFL-CIO met in convention 
in 1967 and considered the legislation 
then pending, S. 1, amendment No. 90, 
it adopted the following resolution: 
RESOLUTION 50--.AFL-CIO SEEKS STRONG 

FEDERAL FIREARMS LAWS 
Whereas, The uncontrolled sale of firearms 

remains one of the principal factors in crime 
and accidental death and wounding, and 
was a factor in the assassination of our late 
President John F. Kennedy, and 

Whereas, The number of Americans killed 
by firearms in the United States during the 
last 10 years is many times the number of 
American soldiers lost in Viet Nam, and 

Whereas, Studies indicate that a high pro
portion-possibly one-fourth--of the persons 
who order guns from mail-order dealers have 
criininal records and thus could be pur
chasing firearms for illicit purposes, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the AF'Ir-CIO actively sup
ports federal legislation which-while not 
curbing the hunter or gun hobbyist-will 
bring the sale of firearms under at least 
partial control by banning the interstate 
sale of firearms through mail-order. 

However, labor does not see in title 
IV all that it would like, or that is nec
essary. In its May 1, 1968, letter to me 
the labor organization said: 

Title IV does not fully meet this presump
tion, but it is a step, albeit a small one, 
in that direction. Hence we favor its adop
tion. We would welcome the addition of 
rifles and shotguns to the coverage. 

Mr. President, I believe that statement 
is clear enough. It speaks for itself, and 
for the millions of members of that or
ganization. 

The support for this legislation is both 
impressive and prestigious. There is no 
question of that. 

As for myself, I can imagine no more 
prestigious endorsement for this firearms 
legislation than that given by the wom
en of America, the mothers, those who 
abhor the violence they have seen in an 
armed community. 

The General Federation of Women's 
Clubs, which includes over 15,000 clubs 
in virtually every community in this land, 
calls on the Congress by resolution and 
by letter to ban the sale of all firearms 
to juveniles and to enable the States to 
"have . effective laws which will control 
the indiscriminate sale and possession of 
firearms." They ask for the restoration of 
riftes and shotguns to the controls of title 
IV. Through their president, Mrs. E. D. 
Pearce, the federation pleads that the 
Senate respond favorably to their re
quest which is based on their "desire to 
have our country a safe place in which 
to live and to raise our children." 

These last two endorsements, from the 

General Federation of Women's Clubs 
and the AFL-CIO represent millions of 
mothers and fathers. 

These two groups represent the most 
widely recognized organizations of in
dividual citizens who have the most im
mediate concern for safety in their 
streets. They are the mothers and fathers 
of this Nation. 

We must not fail to perform our duty 
to provide them and their local govern
ments the means to control violence in 
their communities and to prevent the 
undermining of this control by unscru
pulous gun merchants outside their 
jurisdictions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter of the General Fed
eration of Women's Clubs be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

GENERAL FEDERATION OF 
WOMEN'S CLUBS, 

Washington D.C., May 2, 1968. 
Han. THOMAS J. DODD, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Juvenile 

Delinquency, Judiciary Committee, U.S. 
Senate, Washington D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DoDD: The General Federa
tion of Women's Clubs is the parent orga
nization of some 15,000 women's clubs and 
as President of GFWC, I am representing th~ 
many thousands of members of those clubs 
as I write this letter to you. Though this is 
only one letter with only one signature, the 
views I express here are not only mine but 
those of the clubwomen I represent. 

Though we are, of course, concerned about 
the total crime crisis in which we find our
selves, the views expressed here will be con
fined to only that section of the Crime Bill 
which deals with firearms. 

We want our States to be able to have 
effective laws which will control the indis
criininate sale and possession of firearms 
but without a strong Federal law which con
trols interstate shipment of firearms, the 
States cannot have effective gun control laws. 

We need a Federal law which will provide 
strict control of the mail-order sale and ship
ment of firearms. 

Section 901(b) of Title IV states: "that it 
is not the purpose of this title to place any 
undue or unnecessary Federal restrictions or 
burdens on law-abiding citizens with respect 
to the acquisition, possession, or use of fire
arms appropriate to the purpose of hunting, 
trap shooting, target shooting, personal pro
tection, or any other lawful activity, and 
that this title is not intended to discourage 
or eliininate the private ownership or use of 
firearms by law-abiding citizens for lawful 
purposes, etc." 

With this guarantee, It is diftlcult to see 
why anyone could object to the basic pur
pose of this title. 

There is, however, a provision In this 
legislation which we hope might be amended 
and that is the provision which exempts 
rifles and shotguns from the controls which 
would be placed on other types of :firearms. 
We are concerned also about that provi
sion which sta.tes: "It shall be unlawful for 
any licensed importer, licensed manufac
turer, or licensed dealer to sell or deliver 
any firearm to any individual who the li
censee knows or has reasonable cause to be
lieve Is less than twenty-one years of age, 
if the firearm is other than a shotgun or 
rifle". 

One of the objectives of a gun control 
law would be to keep firearms out of the 
hands of certain misdirected juveniles. Ac
cording to our understanding of this provi
sion, a juvenile could still purchase and 
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receive by mail rifles and shotguns without 
the knowledge or consent of his parents. 

If this provision stands, it seems to us 
tha.t any gun control law which is adopted 
would not be effective in an area of great
est need. 

We know that your original bill included 
controls on rifles and shotguns and a ban 
on the mail order sale of firearms to ju
veniles. We hope you wm be able to have 
these provisions res·tored in Title IV of S. 917 
on the Senate floor. 

On behalf of the members of the General 
Federa-tion of Women's Clubs, I appreciate 
your giving consideration to our views which 
are based on our desire to have our coun
try a safe place in which to live and to 
raise our children. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. E. D. PEARCE, 

President. 

LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE ON CIVIL RIGHTS WANTS 
STRINGENT GUN LAW 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in a letter 
to the Senate on M·ay 3, 1968, Roy Wil
kins, chairman, Leadership Conference 
on Civil Rights, supported the need for 
tougher Federal laws on firearms. 

He said that the proposed amendment, 
title IV of the omnibus crime bill, should 
apply not only to handguns, but to rifles 
and shotguns as well. In Mr. Wilkins' 
words: 

As for Title IV, the gun control provision, 
we feel it does not go far enough. It would 
apply to ha~dguns only. It is inconceivable, 
after the murders of President John F. Ken
nedy and Dr. Martin Luther King, that such 
a measure would not extend regulations to 
the weapons used against these two noble 
men. We urge that Title IV be broadened to 
cover shotguns and rifles. 

Mr. President, S. 1, amendment No. 90 
and title IV of the omnibus crime bill, S. 
917, are the two major pieces of legisla
tion to be considered by the 90th Con
gress. 

Neither of those proposals is com
pletely new. They are outgrowths of more 
than 7 years investigation by the Senate 
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee and 
many untold hours of patient delibera
tions by committee members as the sad 
unwholesome story of the mail-order 
gunrunner unfolded. 

We traced firearms from rusting scrap 
heaps in post-World War II Europe to a 
book depository in Dallas, from Iron 
Curtain dumping grounds to Los Angeles 
.and Washington; and from cellar work
shops in Italy, France, and Germany to 
teenage murderers across the Nation. 

In the 88th and the 89th Congress leg
islation was also proposed, and thousands 
,of hours of work went into an effort to 
bring them before the Senate. In each 
•case, however, the opposition to any 
.stronger Federal laws prevailed. 

The firearms lobby had its day. The 
.arguments were generally the same then. 
There is no need to repeat them all. Some 
·of them might be interesting, though. 

We were told by the National Rifle As
.sociation and others that the defense of 
America, our homeland, would be 
jeopardized if S. 1592 were adopted in 
the 89th Congress. 

Actually, nothing could be further 
.from the truth. The Department of De
fense spent several hundred thousand 
dollars studying the problem, and this is 
what then Secretary of Defense Robert 
:S. McNamara had to say: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, April 30, 1965. 

Hon. THOMAS J. DoDD, 
Chairman, Subcommittee to Investigate Ju

venile Delinquency, Committee on the 
Judiciary, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR Donn: This refers to Mr. Carl 
L. Perian's letter of April 14, 1965, extending 
me an invitation to testify before the sub
committee on May 19, 1965, with respect to 
the blll, S. 1592, "To amend the Federal Fire
arms Act." 

I have asked the Secretary of the Army, 
Stephen Alles, to testify on behalf of the De
partment of Defense in response to your in
vitation, and to cover in detail the specific 
items which are listed in the letter of April 
14, 1965. 

The Department of Defense strongly rec
ommends enactment of S. 1592. No function 
of the Department of Defense will be in any 
way impaired by the enactment of this leg
islation. More realistic Federal control of the 
distribution of firearms in the stream of 
commerce between the States and between 
the United States and foreign states is clearly 
in our best national interest. 

Beyond the official position of the Depart
ment of Defense, I would like to add my 
deep, personal conviction about the desira
bility of this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT S. McNAMARA. 

During the same hearings in the 89th 
Congress, on S. 1592, there was again 
strong support from civil and religious 
groups. For example, after patiently lis
tening to the arguments against a law 
that would disarm the criminal, Rabbi 
Harold P. Smith of Chicago, represent
ing the Rabbinical Counsel of America, 
sent the following statement: 
STATEMENT OF RABBI HAROLD P. SMITH OF 

CHICAGO, ILL., REPRESENTING RABBINICAL 
COUNCIL OF AMERICA 
As national chairman of the Commission 

on Legislative Matters of the Rabbinical 
Council of America, I represent approxi
mately 900 orthodox rabbis. As cochairman, 
also, of the Legislative Committee of the 
Chicago Board of Rabbis, I speak for 150 
rabbis of Chicago--reform, conservative, and 
orthodox-who have authorized me to rep
resent them here. 

They have asked me to express here our 
strong endorsement of Senate bill 1592, pro
posed by the Honorable Senator Dodd, of 
Connecticut. 

Mr. President, the list of endorse
ments from representatives of the public 
who seek, indeed demand, something be 
done about the dangerous domestic arms 
race now in full swing-and based al
most wholly on fear-is overwhelming. 

I have discussed many times these en
dorsements, actually pleas by a public 
concerned about public safety and the 
civil rights of all the people. 

I will continue to call them to the at
tention of my colleagues until the rep
resentatives of all of the people have 
spoken on behalf of a sane domestic fire
arms law. 

The most logical place for the true 
voice of the people to be heard is in this 
Chamber. 

Mr. President, many Members of Con
gress have the impression that rural 
America is in the forefront of the battle 
to stall firearms legislation . 

But that is only the impression, not 
the fact. Rural newspapers, many of 
them in small towns with small circula
tions, have endorsed this legislation. 

The Prairie Farmer, serving the Plains 
States and with a circulation of about 
400,000, supports this legislation. The 
Prairie Farmer poll, one of the best in
formed and most reliable and respected 
gages of rural attitudes, wholeheartedly 
supported this legislation. 

I received a letter just this week from 
the National Grange endorsing the pro
vision title IV of the omnibus crime bill. 
The Grange said: 

After a careful study of your proposal, we 
would conclude that it falls within the area 
defined by Grange Resolutions and, there
fore, would support its intention and urge its 
passage. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full text 
of the letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NATIONAL GRANGE, 
Washington, D.O., May 6,1968. 

Hon. THOMAS J. DODD, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR DoDD: The position of the 
National Grange concerning the sale and 
transfer of firearms is that there should be 
no licensing on the guns that are used for 
hunting purposes, nor should there be any 
restriction on the ownership or possession 
of these guns. 

However, the Grange also says in its Reso
lutions that we would support legislation to 
prevent the acquisition or possession of hand 
guns and other weapons by minors, felons, 
and those with a history of mental illness. 
We note that this last item apparently is not 
covered in the language of the bill which you 
propose to offer as an amendment. 

After a careful study of your proposal, we 
would conclude that it falls within the area 
defined by Grange Resolutions and, there
fore, would support its intention and urge 
its passage. 

Respectfully yours, 
HARRY L. GRAHAM, 

Legislative Representative. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, through the 
more than 6 years that we have been en
deavoring to secure more adequate Fed
eral firearms laws, we have had strong 
support from religious groups and the 
clergy. 

Indeed, it has increased with the pas
sage of time. On May 3, 1968, I received 
a letter from His Excellency, the Most 
Reverend Phillip M. Hannan, archbis
hop of New Orleans, in which he shared 
with me his concern over the criminal 
misuse of firearms. Archbishop Hannan 
said: 

I share your interest in obtainin;; effec
tive legislation for the control of interstate 
commerce in firearms. 

Accordingly, I wish to encourage you in 
your efforts to this end, and I certainly en
dorse any enactments which, while safe
guarding the rights of responsible citizens, 
forestall the criminal misuse of any type 
of ordnance. 

Mr. President, it is clear that His Ex
cellency shares the common interest of 
so many Americans in his desire to see 
effective firearms legislation. He en
dorses legislation that would effectively 
"forestall the criminal misuse of any type 
of ordnance." 

He is also concerned that the rights of 
responsible citizens be safeguarded, and 
so am I. So are all the cosponsors of this 
legislation over the years. 
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It is precisely because of these common 

concerns that support for the legislation 
is so broad. It is a fact that responsible 
citizens will be more secure in the pur
suit of wholesome hunting and recrea
tional shooting as the misuse of firearms 
by criminals and others declines under 
a strong Federal law. 

Mr. President, Attorney General Louis 
J. Lefkowitz of New York, who has one 
of the toughest law-enforcement jobs in 
the United States, was recently embroiled 
in a battle for stronger firearms legisla
tion in his own State. 

He was beset by critics, large and 
small, many of whom were inspired in 
their efforts by the national gun lobby. 

His sensibilities, in addition to his long 
experience in law enforcement and public 
safety caused him to take a strong posi
tion on the need fQr effective gun laws 
wt all levels of government, including the 
Federal. 

Within the week, General Lefkowitz 
forwarded to me a statement of his views 
on the need for a strong Federal law. 
I ask, Mr. President, they be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

The shocking incidents involving the use 
of firearms by snipers who have taken the 
lives of policemen, firemen and private citi
zens during recent violence throughout the 
country is dramatic evidence of the need for 
greater control and regulation of the sale of 
firearms. 

Obviously, legislation at whatever level it 
is enacted, Federal, state or local, will never 
completely eliminate the misuse of firearms 
by some individuals but something can and 
should be done through legislation, to pro
vide control and regulation to reduce the 
promiscuous use and abuse of rifies, shot
guns and other weapons. 

New York State has pioneered in enacting 
laws to control and regulate the possession 
of pistols, revolvers and other concealed 
weapons but it now becomes apparent that 
further action is needed to prevent the use 
of rifles and shotguns by those who abuse 
the privilege which the law has extended. 

On November 22, 1963, a sniper firing a 
rifie from a window shot and killed the 
President of the United States. 

On August 1, 1966, a sniper firing a rifle 
from a University tower killed thirteen 
people. 

In December of 1966, a former mental pa
tient purchased a rifle from a mid-Man
hattan store and an hour later fatally shot 
two persons in Bryant Park. 

More recently a young girl died while 
sitting in a car travelling along the Belt 
Parkway in Brooklyn after having been shot 
through the head by what was possibly a 
stray bullet fired in innocence. 

During last year, 19,000 Americans died 
from gunshot wounds. Countless others were 
wounded. Many of these were New York 
citizens. 

I endorse federal legislation to prohibit 
the mail order sale of all types of guns. This 
is a measure which I hope will curtail the 
proliferating and uncontrolled retail sale of 
such weapons by mail order houses. 

I would also urge greater control and 
regulation of the purchase of firearms 
through state legislation which would re
quire that permits be necessary for their 
purchase and that such sales be registered. 
Such legislation should provide that before a 
person can possess a firearm he must show 
evidence of good moral character and that 
he has no criminal record or history of men
tal disease. 

I will strongly support any effort by city, 
state or federal legislative bodies to provide 
greater control over the sale of all firearms. 

While legislation at state or local level is 
essential any measure that is adopted at the 
local level would be of little effect if it con
tinues to be possible for anyone simply to 
buy a firearm by mail from another state. It 
is shocking to note that last year more than 
a million of the two million guns sold in the 
United States were sold through the mail 
order route. 

Mr. DODD. Finally, Mr. President, I 
have written a letter today to my fellow 
Senators, to which I have attached a 
variety of material. I ask unanimous con
sent that that letter, with attachments, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and attachments were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY, SUBCOMMITTEE TO 
INVESTIGATE JUVENILE DELIN
QUENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 8, 1968. 
The Honorable U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: In view of the current fioor 
debate on Title IV of S. 917, I am enclosing 
for your consideration additional information 
that supports the need for the firearms con
trols proposed under this title and for certain 
amendments that might be offered during 
the course of the debate. 

This material which has been reproduced 
from the firearms hearings of the Juvenile 
Delinquency Subcommittee during July and 
August of 1967 includes: 

( 1) A memorandum from the Treasury De
partment (dated August 11, 1967) outlining 
some of the reasons for an amendment I in
troduced on May 7, 1968 which would include 
rifles and shotguns under the control provi
sions of Title IV. As the Department indi
cates this amendment is particularly neces
sary because of the easy conversion of long 
arms into concealable weapons for criminal 
use which the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax Di
vision found in recent Federal firearms vio
lations. 

(2) A summary of firearms crimes in the 
United States based on the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports. 
These figures show the impact of firearms 
on this nation's serious crimes against the 
person. Firearms account for 60% of our wil
ful killings, they are used in 40% of our rob
beries and in 19% of our aggravated assaults. 

(3) A list of the number of persons killed 
in the United States through the misuse of 
firearms since 1900. I want to emphasize that 
the 800,000 persons killed by guns surpass by 
250,000 the total number of men lost in all 
our major wars since the American Revolu
tion. The list includes those persons who com
mitted suicide with a firearm and those 
killed accidentally in hunting accidents and 
the like. 

( 4) A list of reprints showing the results of 
eight public opinion surveys from 1959 
through 1967 regarding gun control legisla
tion. These polls consistently show at least 
70% of the public would support controls 
much stronger than we are proposing un
der Title IV. 

( 5) A list showing that virtually every state 
has an ample number of Federally licensed 
firearms dealers. This supports my view that 
restriction of the mail order traffic in fire
arms to licensed dealers would not be an im
position on legitimate gun buyers because a 
dealer is within easy reach of the vast major
ity of the population. 

( 6) Excerpt from the testimony of Mr. 
Ephraim R. Gomberg, Executive Vice Presi
dent of the Philadelphia Crime Commission. 
Mr. Gomberg points out that European laws 
are by far stricter than the gun controls such 

as those proposed in Title IV and that crimi
nal activity with the use of firearms is al
most negligible on the Continent when com
pared to the United States. 

I hope that this material will be helpful in 
your consideration of the firearms control 
provisions in the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1967. 

Please feel free to call me for any addi
tional information that could be supplied 
by the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

THOMAS J. DODD, Chairman. 

AUGUST 11, 1967. 
To: Oomm.issioner. 
FN>m: Director, Alcohol and Tobacco Tax 

DiV'ision. 
Subj-ect: Justification for Inclusion of "Long 

guns" in Proposed Controls Over Inter
state and foreign Commerce in Firearms. 

It is understood that Senator Dodd has 
asked for results of our enforcement activity 
under the Federal Firearms Act tending to 
show the need for additional controls over 
rifles and shotguns as proposed in S. 1 and 
Amendment No. 90. 

Strictly on the basis of our enforcement 
experience, the most compelling argument 
for including long guns in proposed controls 
is the fact that they can be, and frequently 
are, converted into concealable weapons for 
criminal use. We have reviewed 200 recent 
firearms violation case reports and found 
that there were 98 sawed-off shotguns and 
14 sawed-off rifies out of a total of 207 guns 
involved in these cases. It seems obvious that 
if strict controls are imposed on handguns 
without imposing simdlar restrictions on long 
guns the criminal element will continue to 
have ready access to concealable weapons by 
the simple expedient of purchasing an un
controlled long gun and converting it to a 
handgun. 

The control.s proposed in S. 1 and Amend
ment No. 90 would reduce the easy avail
ability of rifles and shotguns to persons with 
criminal records by prohibiting Federally 
licensed dealers from making sales to felons 
and by making it a criminal offense for a 
felon to give false information to the dealer 
concerning his criminal record. These con
trols would also afford us the opportunity, 
now lacking, of assisting the many states 
which do have some controls over purchase 
and possession of "long guns". A number of 
states do have a minimum age requirement or 
prohibit the purchase or possession of rifles 
and shotguns by aliens, drug addicts, or per
sons with a reoord of emotional ins·tabili ty. 

Certainly, there should be some restric
tions on the interstate movement of "long 
guns" to juveniles. S. 1 and Amendment 90 
provide for controls in this needed area. 

I would also point out that the sniper ac
tivity so prevalent in recent civil disorders 
throughout the country requires long guns
hand weapons simply do not have the range 
to be effective in such an activity. Accord
ingly, it is apparent that many states will 
consider additional controls over the pur
chase and possession of these weapons. Such 
controls cannot be effec·tive without Federal 
implementation. 

HAROLD A. SERR. 

BRIEF SUMMARY OF FIREARMS CRIME IN THE 
UNITED STATES 

(Source, FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1966) 
1. Murder by gun: 
(a) 6,552 gun murders in 1966 equaled 

60 % of the total number of murders. 
(b) 5,634 gun murders in 1965 equaled 

57 % of the total number of murders. 
· (c) 5,090 gun murders in 1964 equaled 

55% of the total number of murders. 
2. Rifle and shotgun murders: 
(a) 1,747 persons murdered with rifles and 

shotguns in 1966. 
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(b) 1,690 persons murdered with rifies and 

shotguns in 1965. 
(c) 1,527 persons murdered with rifies and 

shotguns in 1964. 
3. Percentage of gun murders in individual 

states (1962-1965). (Overall murder rate in
cluded in parenthesis) : 

(a) States having gun controls: Rhode Is
land, 24% (1.4); Massachusetts, 35% (2.4); 
New York, 32% (4.8); New Jersey, 39% (3.5); 
Pennsylvania, 43% (3.2). 

(b) States having minimal or no gun con
trol: Louisiana, 62% ( 9.9) ; Arizona, 66% 
(6.1); Nevada, 67% (10.6); Texas, 69% (9.1); 
Mississippi, 71% (9.7). 

4. Police officers killed in line of duty: 
(a) In 1966, 55 of 57 police officers killed in 

line of duty were murdered with guns. 
(b) Since 1960, 96% of the 335 police offi

cers killed in line of duty were murdered 
with guns. 

(c) Of the 335 officers killed, 53 were killed 
in Northeastern states, 60 in Western states, 
71 in North Central states and 151 in South
ern states. (Stringent gun controls generally 
pervade in the Northeastern states.) 

5. Aggravated assault by gun: 
(a) 1966, 43,500 (19% of the total). 
(b) 1965, 34,700. 
(c) 1964,27,700. 

(d) During the three years 1964-1966, as
saults with a gun increased 36%. 

(e) Regionally, 11.7% of the aggravated 
assaults in the Northeastern states were by 
gun, 18.5% in the Western states, 19.2% in 
the North Central states and 23.5% in the 
Southern states. (Effect of gun controls in the 
Northeastern states is apparent). 

6. Armed robbery by gun: 
(a) 59,300 armed robberies by gun in 1966. 
(b) 52,000 armed robberies by gun in 1965. 
(c) 42,600 armed robberies by gun in 1964. 
7. In 1966, murder . by gun was up 16% 

and aggravated assault and robbery by gun 
were up 25% and 14% respectively. 

[From "The Right To Bear Arms," as revised by Carl Bakal, McGraw-Hill, 1966, copyright Carl BakaiJ 

APPENDIX 111.-DEATHS DUE TO FIREARMS IN THE UNITED STATES, DEATH REGISTRATION AREA, 1900-651 

[Total number and rate per 100,000 population! 

Homicide Suicide Accident Total Homicide Suicide Accident Total 
Yeart Yearl 

Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate 

1900.--------------------------------- 835 ------ 1,139 ------ 1, 974 ------ 1935.----------------- 6,506 5.1 6,830 5.4 2,854 2.2 16, 190 12.7 
1901 ••• ------------------------------- 913 ------ 1, 082 ------ 1, 995 ------ 1936.---- --·--- -------- 6,016 4. 7 6, 771 5. 3 2,882 2.2 15,669 12.2 
1902.--------------------------------- 953 ------ 1,196 ------ 2, 149 ------ 1937------------------ 5, 701 4.4 7, 073 5. 5 2,696 2. 0 15,403 11.9 
1903.--------------------------------- 1, 052 ------ 1,151 ------ 2, 203 ------ 1938.----------------- 5,055 3.9 7,357 5.6 2,629 2.1 15, 108 11.6 
1904 ___ -------- ----------------------- 1,185 ------ 1, 294 ------ 2, 479 ------ 1939------------------ 4, 799 3. 7 6, 944 5. 3 2,582 2.0 14,325 11.0 
1905.-------------- -- ----------------- 1, 435 ------ 823 ------ 2, 258 ------ 1940.----------------- 4,655 3.5 7, 073 5.4 2,390 1.8 14,118 10.7 
1906.--------------------------------- 1, 714 ------ 1, 074 ------ 2, 788 ------ 1941.----------------- 4,525 3.4 6,385 4.8 2,414 1.8 13,324 ·10. 0 
1907---------------------------------- 2, 027 ------ 897 ------ 2, 924 ------ 1942.----------------- 4,204 3.1 6,117 4.6 2, 741 2.0 13,062 9.7 
1908 _______ ---- ----------------------- 2,468 ------ 986 ------ 3, 454 ------ 1943.----------------- 3,444 2.6 5, 076 3.8 2,318 1.7 10,838 8.1 
1909.--------------------------------- 2, 395 - --- -- 944 ------ 3, 339 ------ 1944.----------------- 3,449 2.6 4, 808 3.6 2,412 1.8 10,669 8.0 
1910 _______________ ---

1, 852 ------ 2, 561 ------ 1,161 ------ 5, 574 ------ 1945.----------------- 4,029 3.1 5,321 4.0 2,454 1.9 11,804 9.0 
1911.----------------- 2, 347 ------ 2, 859 ------ 1, 327 ------ 6, 533 ------ 1946.----------------- 4,966 3.5 6,276 4. 5 2,816 2.0 14,058 10.0 
1912... ----------------- 2, 449 ------ 2, 796 ------ 1,369 ------ 6,614 ------ 1947------------------ 4,922 3.4 6,691 4. 7 2,386 1.7 13,999 9. 8 
1913.----------------- 2, 821 4. 5 2, 930 4.6 1,572 2. 5 7,323 11.6 1948.----------------- 4,894 3.3 6,660 4.6 2,270 1. 6 13,824 9. 5 
1914 _____ ------------- 3,077 4. 7 3,286 5.0 1,579 2.4 7,942 12.1 1949 ••• --------------- 4,235 2. 9 7, 215 4.9 2,326 1.5 13,776 9. 4 
1915 ___ --------------- 2,885 4.3 3,608 5. 4 1,501 2.2 7,994 11.9 1950.----------------- 4,179 2. 8 7,377 4.9 2,174 1.4 13,730 9. 1 
1916.----------------- 3,241 4.5 3,386 4. 7 1,613 2. 3 8,240 11.6 1951.----------------- 3,898 2.5 6, 873 4.5 2,247 1.5 13,018 8. 5 
1917----------------- - 3,793 5.1 3, 269 4. 4 1,730 2.3 8. 792 11.7 1952.----------------- 4,244 2. 7 7,013 4.5 2,210 1.4 13,467 8.6 
1918.----------------- 3,727 4.6 3,350 4.1 2, 013 2. 5 9,090 11.2 1953.----------------- 4,013 2.5 7,293 4.6 2,277 1.4 13,583 8.5 
1919------------------ 4,567 5.4 3, 302 3.9 2,350 2.8 10,219 12.0 1954 .•• --------------- 4,115 2.6 7, 539 4. 7 2,281 1.4 13,935 8.7 
1920 ___________ ------- 4,477 5.1 3,169 3.6 2, 262 2.6 9,848 11.3 1955.---- ------------- 3,807 2.3 7, 763 4. 7 2,120 1.3 13,690 8.3 
1921.----------------- 5,509 6.2 4,122 4.6 2,346 2.6 11,977 13. 5 1956.----------------- 4,039 2.4 7, 817 4. 7 2,202 1.3 14,058 8.4 
1922.----------------- 5, 714 6.1 3,912 4.2 2,514 2. 7 12,140 13.0 1957---- - ------------- 4,010 2.4 7,841 4.6 2,369 1.4 14,220 8.4 
1923 .•• --------------- 5,648 5.8 3,900 4.0 2, 578 2. 7 12, 126 12.5 1958.----------------- 4,230 2.4 8,871 5.1 2,172 1.3 15,273 8.8 
1924.----------------- 6,028 6.1 4,280 4.3 2, 571 2.6 12,879 13.0 1959------------------ 4, 457 2. 5 8,788 5. 0 2,258 1.3 15,503 8.8 
1925.----------------- 6,216 6.0 4,333 4.2 2, 570 2.5 13, 119 12.7 1960.----------------- 4,627 2.6 9,017 5. 0 2,334 1.3 15,978 8.9 
1926 _______________ --- 6,377 6.1 4,616 4.4 2, 593 2. 5 13,586 12.9 1961.- --- ------------- 4, 753 2.6 9,037 4.9 2,204 1.2 15,994 8. 7 
1927------------------ 6,310 5. 8 4,989 4.6 2, 714 2. 5 14,040 13.0 1962------------------ 4,954 2. 7 9,478 5.1 2,092 1.1 15,533 8.9 
1928.----------------- 6, 857 6. 0 5, 437 4. 7 2,839 2. 5 15, 133 13.3 1963.- - - -------------- 5,126 2. 7 9, 595 5.1 2,263 1.2 16,984 9.0 
1929------- - ---------- 6, 540 5.6 5,660 4. 9 3, 015 2.6 15,215 13.1 1964.----------------- 5,474 2.9 9,806 5.1 2,275 1.2 17,555 9.2 
1930.----------------- 7,190 6.1 6,833 5.8 3,120 2.6 17,143 14.5 1965 .. ---------------- 6,158 3.2 9, 898 5.1 2,344 1.2 18,400 9.5 
1931 _______ ----------- 7, 532 6.3 7,543 6.3 3, 041 2. 5 18, 116 15.1 1966.----------------- 6,855 3.5 10,407 5.3 2, 558 1.3 19,820 10.1 
1932.----------------- 7, 458 6.2 8, 075 6. 7 2,928 2.4 18,451 15.4 
1933 ___________ ------- 7,863 6.3 7, 798 6.2 3. 026 2. 4 18,687 14.9 TotaL __________ 

278,519 ------ 369,306 ------ 144,518 ------ 792,343 ------
1934.----------------- 7, 702 6.1 7,296 5. 8 3,023 2.4 18,021 14.3 

t There were more firearms deaths during this period than the table indicates. This is because the 
death registration area did not represent the whole United States until1933. In 1900, the year the 
annual collection of mortality statistics began. the death registration area consisted of only 10 of 
our then 45 States plus the District of Columbia and a comparatively small number of cities located 
n nonregistration States. By 1913, the registration area had increased to thefoi nt where its popula-

ition was estimated at 63,200,000, or only about% of the total population o the United States. No 
population estimates for the registration areas are available for the years prior to 1913; for this 

reason, death rates cannot be shown for those years. The rates for the years 1913-32 are based on 
the population estimates of Dr. Frederick Hoffman, a prominent actuarial expert for the Prudential 
life Insurance Co. (who died in 1946). The rates for the years since are based on Bureau of the 
Census population reports. The number of deaths for the years since 1900 is from the Division of 
Vital Statistics of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Note: Leaders indicate data not available. 

PUBLIC WOULD SHARPLY LIMIT TEENAGERS' 
USE OF FmEARM8--0NE ADULT IN THREE 
WoULD DENY GUNS TO YOUTHS-LAW 
BANNING LoADED GUN IN HOME FAVORED 

(By George Gallup) 
PRINCETON, N.J., September 1.-In New 

York City last week, a 17-year-old "gang 
leader" fired a volley from his .22 rifle into a 
crowd and killed a 14-year-old girl. 

A 15-year old boy shot and killed his "best 
pal" while demonstrating how the safety 
works on his new rifie. Another teen-ager 
killed his younger brother while practicing 
a "quick draw" with a revolver he "didn't 
know was loaded." 

These are just several instances of the 
types of gun tragedies happening daily across 
the nation. An estimated 40 persons a day 
in the U.S. are kllled by firearms. 

The public today shows itself will1ng to 
adopt stricter firearm legislation which might 
possibly have averted the kind of incident 
mentioned above. 

As parts of its special study of the public's 
attitude on curbing the use of guns and am
munition the Gal:up Poll asked the public 
about two suggestions advanced by many 
authorities as ways in which the yearly toll 
of firearms deaths might be reduced. 

An overwhelming majority of American 
adults would strictly regulate the use of 

guns by teenagers. One adult in three would 
go so far as to forbid completely the use of 
guns by persons under 18. 

A majority of the public would favor mak
ing it illegal for the private citizen to keep a 
loaded gun in his house. 

(On two other suggested restrictions as 
reported earlier, public support is evident. 
An overwhelming majority would favor law 
requiring a police permit before the purchase 
of any gun. A smaller majority would back 
the same procedure before buying shells or 
ammunition.) 

This was the first question asked by Gallup 
Poll reporters of a cross-section of the Ameri
can public: 

Which of these three plans would you pre
fer for the use of guns by persons under 
the age of 18-forbid their use completely; 
put strict regulations on their use or con
tinue as at present with few regulations? 

Teenage use of guns 

this particular question sparked a great deal 
of interest among the people they talked to. 

Support for restriction on youngsters' use 
of guns is significantly higher among women 
than it is among men. Nine out of ten women 
want some kind of regulation; four in ten 
women would forbid the use of guns by 
teenagers completely. 

The National Rifle Association annual cas
ualty report for 1956 showed that youngsters 
in the 11-to-19 age group accounted for al
most half the hunting casualties (although 
only about a quarter of all hunters are under 
25.) A fourth of all accidental gun deaths 
in the U.S. happen to youths under fifteen. 

A second question in the series asked the 
following: 

Do you think it should be legal or illegal 
for private citizens to have loaded weapons 
in their homes? 

Loaded weapons in 11.ome? 
[In percent] 

Illegal -------------------------------- 53 [In percent] 
Forbid completelY--------------------
Regulate strictlY----------------------

34 . ~~g~~i~~~~============================ 
4

~ 
51 

Continue at present ___________________ _ 12 No opinion ___________________________ _ 
3 

The very low percentage failing to express 
an opinion on this issue testifies to the in
terest on the public's part. Reporters found 

A frequently-used argument by persons 
opposed to additional gun regulations has 
been the point that the nation's gun-owners 
would object to restrictions. 

In the case of persons owning shotguns 
and rifles at present (the bulk of the coun-
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try gun owners), this is not true. Among 
shotgun and rifle owners, the weight of opin
ion favors this restriction-although they are 
somewhat more reluctant than the public 
as a whole to outlaw loaded guns in the 
home. 

Among the nation's pistol and revolver 
owners however, six in ten feel that it should 
be legal to keep a loaded weapon in the home. 

In all regions of the country, except one, 
the public is in favor of outlawing loaded 
guns in the home. 

The one exception is the South-a region 
where present restrictions on guns are al
most nonexistent and where rates of death 
by guns are some of the highest in the 
nation. 

The final article in the Gallup Poll's cur
rent series wm report the public's attitude 
toward outlawing the possession of all pistols 
and revolvers by private individuals. The ar
ticle-to be published in the (Name of 
Paper)-w111 also deal with the size and type 
of "arsenal" Americans have in their homes. 
How many citizens own a shotgun? A rifle? 
A pistol? 

PuBLIC WOULD OUTLAW ALL PISTOLS EXCEPT 
FOR POLICE--ONE OF MANY CONTROLS PEO

. PLE WILLING TO ACCEPT--ONE HOME IN 
EVERY Two Now HAS A GUN 

(By George Gallup) 
PRINCETON, N.J., September 3.-Definitely 

of a mind to place some kind of restriction 
on the use of guns, the American public 
would go so far as to completely outlaw the 
possession of any pistols or revolvers by pri
vate individuals. 

Such a drastic step would have an imme
diate effect on some 8,000,000 homes across 
the country where a pistol or revolver is now 
owned. 

The current Gallup Poll series of articles 
has embraced several suggestions put forth 
by authorities as ways in which stricter con
trol of firearms could be imposed. 

The all-important findings ·of the series is 
that the public is ready to accept drastic 
measures in an attempt to reduce the num
ber of firearms fatalities in the U.S. each 
year-an estimated 14,000 deaths a year, or 
approximately 40 gun fatalities a day. 

Here are some of the measures the Ameri
can people would be willing to accept: 

1. Outlawing the possession of all pistols 
and revolvers except by police or other au
thorized persons. At present, only eight 
states place any restriction on the sale of 
handguns, chiefly requiring a permit. In the 
remaining states, anyone can buy a pistol 
without any kind of license. 

As the following figures show, nearly six 
out of ten Americans questioned in a nation
wide survey would support such legislation: 
outlaw all handguns except for police use? 

[In percent) 
Should ------------------------------- 59 
Should not---------------------------- 35 
No opinion____________________________ 6 

2. Requiring that a police permit be ob
tained before being able to purchase any 
kind of gun. Such a move is supported by 
three out of four adults. No license or per
mit is required currently anywhere in the 
U.S. for the purchase of shotguns or rifles. 

3. A law making it illegal for private citi
zens to have loaded weapons in their homes. 
This suggestion has the backing of 53 per 
cent of a cross-section of Americans inter
viewed. 

4. Sharp restrictions on the use of guns 
by teen-agers are favored by 85 per cent in 
the survey. One adult in three would go so 
far as to completely forbid the use of any 
gun by a person under 18. 

5. Requiring a police permit before being 
able to purchase ammunition or shells-sup
ported by 54 per cent of the public. Authori
ties point out that if a person should be able 
to get a gun by illegal means, he would 

then be legally free to purchase as much am
munition as he wished, provided he had the 
funds. 

Support for such drastic curbs comes from 
people in a country where the use and own
ership of all kinds of guns-shotguns, rifles 
and pistols-is currently widespread. 

About one out of every two American 
homes has at least one firearm of some 
kind. 

Some 25 m1llion adult Americans, the sur
vey finds go hunting at some time; 16 million 
did some hunting during 1958. 

The ownership of guns varies widely by 
regions of the country-from two out of 
three homes in the South where a gun is 
owned to about three out of ten homes in 
the Eastern states where this is the case. 

Approximately four out of five farm fam-
111es report that they have a firearm of 
some kind in the home. 

SHOTGUNS MOST POPULAR 
Shotguns are the most popular type of fire

arm-one out of every three homes has one. 
Rifles are owned by slightly more than one 
home in four, pistols or revolvers by one 
home in six. 

Following are the figures on ownership 
of firearms. With many homes owning more 
than one type of weapon, the tables add to 
more than 100 per cent. 

DO YOU HAVE A GUN IN YOUR HOME? 
(In percent) 

Yes, Yes, Y~s, 
shot- rifle PIS-
gun tal 

All homes __________ ______ 32 27 16 
East_ ____ _ ------ _________ 20 16 11 Midwest__ _______________ 37 29 14 South ___________ ____ ____ 46 37 19 Far West_ ____________ __ __ 24 30 21 
Cities over 500,000 ____ ____ 13 11 12 
50l00 to 499,999 _________ 19 19 12 
2, 00 to 49,999 ____ _______ 34 26 16 Under 2,500 ______________ 48 39 22 Farms _______ ____________ 61 53 15 

No 
guns 

51 
69 
47 
33 
53 
75 
6:i 
48 
32 
19 

EIGHT IN TEN PERsoNs FAVOR LAw REQUmiNG 
POLICE PERMIT FOR GUN-PROPORTION IN 
FAVOR HAS GROWN SINCE 1959 SUBVE)r
UNITED STATES LAGS BEHIND OTHER NATIONS 
IN CONTROLS 

(By George Gallup) 
PRINCETON, N.J., January 11.-The assas

sination of President Kennedy by a man 
using a mail order carbine has stirred up the 
debate over the greater control of firearms. 

When the question was put to a carefully 
selected f'ample of the American public, al
most eight in ten persons said they favored 
a law which would require a police permit in 
order to buy a gun. 

The following ques·tion was asked of a rep
resell11iatl.ve sample of the total adult civilian 
population of the nation: 

Would you favor or oppose a law which 
would require a person to obtain a public 
permit before he or she could buy a gun? 

The findings: 
[In percent] 

Favor --------------------------------- 78 
Oppose ------------------------------- 17 No opinion____________________________ 5 

The results, by areas and groups 
(In percent) 

Favor Oppose No 

Men_______________ ________ 71 
Women______ ______________ 85 
College________________ ____ 80 
High schooL____ _________ __ 81 
Grade and no schooL_____ __ 74 
21 to 29 years______________ 74 
30 to 49 years_______ ____ ___ 81 
50 and over______ __________ 78 
East_______________________ 90 
Midwest___________________ 77 
South ______ --------------- 72 
WesL--------------------- 73 

26 
10 
17 
17 
18 
25 
16 
15 
8 

18 
21 
25 

opinion 

3 
5 
3 
2 
8 
1 
3 
7 
2 
5 
7 
2 

Four years ago, the identical question was 
asked of a parallel sample of the American 
public, including hunters and gun owners. 

OTHER MEASURES SUGGESTED 
The results showed some of the other 

measures the public was willing to take at 
that time to curb the use of firearms: 

1. Outlawing the possession of all pistols 
and revolvers except by police or other au
thorized persons. Nearly six out of ten (59 
percent) Americans questioned in the survey 
at that time said they favored such legisla
tion. 

2. A law making it illegal for private citi
zens to have loaded weapons in their homes. 
This suggestion had the backing of 53 per
cent of the public. 

3. Sharp restrictions on the use of guns 
by teenagers were favored by 85 per cent 
in the survey. One adult 1n three would go so 
far as to forbid entirely the use of any gun 
by a person under 18. 

4. Requiring a police permit before the 
purchase of ammunition or shells-supported 
by 54 per cent of the public. 

UNITED STATES LAGS BEHIND 
Almost all nations of the world regulate the 

use of :fl..rearms far more stringently than 
does the U.S. 

In fact, in some nations, such as England, 
even the purchase and use of ammunition 
must be registered and accounted for. 

Opposition to stricter laws has been fought 
bitterly in the U.S. by one of the country's 
most powerful lobby and pressure groups
the National Rifle Association. 

At the time of the earlier study, it was 
found that nearly half of the persons in
cluded in the survey possessed guns. 

PuBLIC WOULD FAVOR POLICE PERMIT FOR GUN 
(By George Gallup) 

PRINCETON, N.J.-If a nationwide referen
dum were held at this time on a law to re
quire a police permit before a person could 
buy a gun, such a proposal would pass with 
flying colors. 

Today 73 per cent of Americans say they 
favor such legislation, 23 percent are op
posed, with 4 per cent expressing no opinion. 

The public has been ready to accept such 
a law since 1959 when the Gallup Poll first 
measured opinion on this issue. At that 
time 75 per cent, or about the same propor
tion as today, supported the proposal to re
quire police permits. In 1963, one month 
after the assassination of President Kennedy 
by a man with a mail order carbine, 78 per 
cent were in favor of this measure. 

Interestingly, if the referendum were lim
ited to just gun-owners, the proposal would 
still pass. Sixty per cent of this group would 
vote in favor of a law requiring police per
mits before a gun could be bought. 

A person's political and educational back
ground appear to have little bearing on where 
he stands on this issue, but women back the 
proposal to a greater extent than men. 

FIREARMS VICTIMS NUMBER 17,000 

In no other nation in the world is the sale, 
possession or use of :fl..rearms so free as it 
is in the United States. In 29 states there are 
no restrictions whatever on the sale of fire
arms and guns of every description may be 
bought, even by children. 

With respect to fatal firearm accidents, our 
death rate from this cause is approximately 
ten times that recorded in Great Britain, for 
example. Victims of firearms in the U.S. now 
number more than 17,000 annually. 

To find out the public's willingness to 
accept restrictions on the purchase of guns 
by private individuals, the Gallup Poll put 
this question to a representative number of 
persons across the nation: 

Would you favor or oppose a law which 
would require a person to obtain a police per
mit before he or she could buy a gun? 



12320 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 8, 1968 
The results: 

[In percent] 
Yes ---------------------------------- 73 
No ----------------------------------- 23 No opinion____________________________ 4 

THE PUBLIC'S CASE-PRO AND CON 
Judging by their volunteered comments 

the position taken by those among the gen
eral public who favor the proposed law can 
be summed up this way: 

Such a law would out down the amount of 
crime in the nation. With no restrictions, it is 
easy for guns to get into the hands of teen
agers, of careless and emotional persons, and 
criminals as well. The situation is too dan
gerous as it is now. A few persons in this 
group commented that they thought such a 
law was already in existence. 

On the other side, the case can be stated 
in these tenns: 

Guns are needed for protection. Such a 
law would interfere with the interests of 
hunters and sportsmen. Criminals would be 
able to get guns even if permits were re
quired. A law like this would be a;gainst a 
person's basic rights. It would be a violation 
of the Constitution. 

What is being referred to in this last point 
is the right, guaranteed in the Second 
Ainendinent, "to keep and bear arms." Many 
experts on the Constitution, however, be
lieve that the amendment's wording clearly 
means that the anns be specifically part of 
a nation's militia, e.g., the National Guard. 

Although certain groups in this country 
have argued that laws restricting gun owner
ship would make it easier for a "communist 
take-over," this argument hM little support 
among the public at large, judging by their 
volunteered comments. 

PERSONS UNDER 18 

On the question of the use of guns by per
sons under the age of 18, there is little doubt 
as to where the public stands-gun-owners 
and non-owners alike. 

Eighty-three per cent of all persons inter
viewed would either forbid their use com
pletely or put restrictions on their use. The 
replies of 75 per cent of gun-owners are in 
this category. 

Here is the question asked: 
Which of these three plans would you pre

fer for the use of guns by persons under the 
age of 18-forbid their use completely, put 
strict restrictions on their use, or continue 
as at present with jew regulations? 

Here are the results for the general public 
and for gun-owners: 

Use of guns by person under 18? 
[In peroen t] 

All 
persons 

Forbid completely ____________ 28 
Strict restrictions on use ______ 55 
Continue as now _____________ 14 
No opinion______________ ____ _ 3 

Gun-
owners 

17 
58 
23 

2 

GUN OWNERSHIP IN THE UNITED STATES 
Support for a law to require pollee per

mits before a gun can be purchased, and for 
tighter restrictions on the use of guns by 
youths under 18, comes from people in a 
country where the use and ownership of all 
kinds of guns-shotguns, rifies, and pistols
is currently widespread. 

About one out of every two American 
homes (48 percent) has at least one firearm 
of some kind. 

Some 22 InilUon adult Ainericans, the sur
vey finds, are hunters. 

The ownership of guns varies widely by 
regions of the country-from two out of 
three homes in the South where a gun is 
owned, to about three out of ten homes in 
the Eastern states where this is the case. 

Approximately nine out of ten farm fam
ilies report that they have a firearm of some 
kind in the home. 

Following are the figures on ownership of 
firearms: 

Gun in home? 
[In percent] 

Homes with guns______________________ 48 
Homes without guns__________________ 52 

Kind of gun owned? 
[In percent] 

Shotgun ------------ ----------------- 33 
Rifie --------------------------------- 24 
Pistol ----- --------------------------- 16 

(NoTE.-The percent of guns owned adds 
to more than the 48 percent of homes with 
guns, since many homes have more than one 
type of weapon.) 
MASS SHOOTING IN TEXAS RAISES QUESTION OF 

FIREARMS CONTROL 
PRINCETON, N.J.-The shocking mass mur

der in Austin, Texas, by a student sniper 
this week has raised the question of restrict
ing the sale and use of firearms. 

Large majorities of the public have fa
vored a law requiring a pollee permit be
fore a person can buy a gun, in regular sur
veys since 1959, when opinions were first 
measured on the issue. 

In the last survey conducted, 73 per cent 
of the public supported such legislation. 
When the results were limited to just gun
owners, a majority of 60 per cent still voted 
in favor. 

This was the question asked: 
Would you favor or oppose a law which 

would require a person to obtain a police 
permit before he or she could buy a gun? 

The results (general public): 
[In percent] 

Favor -------------- --------------- - 73 
Oppose ----------------------------- 23 
No opinion---------------- - --------- 4 

USE OF GUNS BY YOUNGSTERS 
If the public had its way, it would either 

forbid the use of guns by persons under the 
age of 18, or would put restrictions on their 
use. Eighty-three per cent of the general 
public, and 75 percent of gun-owners, held 
this view, in the last survey conducted. 

RESULTS OF A POLL CONDUCTED BY THE GALLUP 
ORGANIZATION FOR THE NATIONAL BROAD
CASTING Co., JANUARY 1967 

NATIONAL FINDINGS 
The question: "Now I'd like to ask you a 

few questions about guns: As you probably 
know there are two basic types of guns. One 
type consists of guns with long barrels, such 
as rifles and shotguns. The second type is 
the kind of gun you can hold in your hand, 
such as pistols or revolvers. First I'd like to 
ask you about pistols and revolvers. 

Some people feel that laws covering the 
sale and ownership of handguns such as pis
tols and revolvers should be made less strict 
than they are now. Other people feel that 
the laws are all right as they are. Still oth
ers think the pistol and revolver laws should 
be made more strict. In general, how do you 
feel about the laws covering the sale and 
ownership of this kind of gun? Should they 
be made less strict, are they all right as 
they are, or should they be made more strict? 
Which of these statements do you agree 
with?" 1 

Laws concerning handguns should be-
Entire 

sample 
(percent) 

More strict_________________________ 70 
Less strict-------------------------- 2 
All right nOW----------------------- 23 
No opinion------------------------- 5 

Total -------------------------- 100 
The question: "Now how do you feel about 

rifies and shotguns-in general, do you feel 

1 The order in which these two questions 
appeared on the questionnaire was reversed 
on half the sample. 

that the rifle and shotgun laws should be 
made less strict, are all right as they are, or 
should be more strict? Which of these state
ments do you agree with?" 1 

Laws concerning rifles and shotguns should 
be-

Entire 
sample 

(percent) 
More strict__________________________ 61 
Less strict__________________________ 2 
All right now______________________ 32 
No opinion_________________________ 5 

Total_________________________ 100 

The question: "Are you for or against a 
law which would require everyone who owns 
a rifie or shotgun to register his gun with 
a state or local governmental agency?" 1 

Entire 
sample 

(percent) 
For a law which would require regis-

tration of a rifle or shotgun_______ 73 
Against a law which would require 

registration of a rifle or shotgun____ 22 
No opinion------------------------- 5 

Total----- -------------------- 100 
The question: "How about pistols and re

volvers-are you for or against a law which 
would require everyone who owns a pistol or 
revolver to register his gun with a state or 
local government agency?" 1 

Entire 
sample 

(percent) 
For a law which would require regis-

tration of a handgun______________ 85 
Against a law which would require reg-

istration of a handgun_____________ 11 
No opinion__ _______________________ 4 

Total_________________________ 100 

The question: "Do you believe that a per
son should or should not be able to send 
away for guns through the mail?" 

Entire 
sample 

(percent) 
A person should be able to send away 

for a gun through the mail___ __ ___ 20 
A person should not be able to send 

away for a gun through the maiL___ 75 
No opinion__________________________ 5 

Total ------------------------ 100 
The question: "Some people feel that any

one who wishes to purchase a gun has a 
right to buy one and should be perlnitted 
to buy one. Others feel that there should be 
restrictions on who should and who should 
not be allowed to buy a gun. How do you 
feel-should anyone who wants to be al
lowed to buy a gun or should there be re
strictions on who is allowed to buy a gun?" 

Entire 
sample 

(percent) 
Anyone who wants to should be al-

lowed to buy a gun______________ __ 12 
There should be restrictions on who is 

allowed to buy a gun______________ 84 
No opinion__________________________ 4 

Total ------------------------- 100 

NEGROES, WHITES AGREE ON FOUR PLANS To 
DEAL WITH RACIAL PROBLEMS 

(By George Gallup) 
PRINCETON, N.J., August 26.-Whites and 

Negroes are in general agreement on four 
measures suggested as possible ways to deal 
with racial problems. 

The four plans surveyed are: (1) compul"" 
sory youth training progra.ms for youth who 
are out of school and out of work; (2) stricter 
gun laws; (3) interracial councils composed 
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of white and Negro leaders; and (4 ) a curfew 
for children under 16. 

Results reported today are based on sur
veys of the entire adult population. 

Negroes comprise approximately 9 per cent 
of the adult population-the proportion of 
Negroes included in the latest Gallup Poll 
survey. The s·ample of Negroes therefore is 
relatively small, but the results reveal the 
direct ion of thinking of Negro citizens. 

PUBLIC VOTES ON FOUR PLANS 

Here are the four plans and the vote of 
wh ites and Negroes: 

1. Compulsory youth training programs. A 
la rge sh are of the blame for t he r·ecen t riots 
has been laid to unemployed youth seeking 
excitement. 

As a possible solution to the high unem
ployment among young Negroes and the 
steady increase in juvenile delinquency, the 
public approves of a youth training plan that 
would reach the out-of-school and out-of
work. 

Present efforts call for voluntary attend
ance at Job Corps centers. The public would 
go farther and make attendance compulsory. 
The plan would follow generally the COO 
camps of the thirties, one of the most popular 
projects ever oarried out by the nation. 

This question was asked in an earlier Gal
lup survey: 

" Some people say that all young men be
tween the ages of 16 and 22 who are out of 
school and out of work should be requi red to 
join a Youth Conser vation Corps to carry on 
their education, learn a trade and earn a lit
tle money. Do you approve or disapprove of 
thi s plan?" 

The national findings showed 3 persons in 
every 4 in favor. As many as 9 Negroes in 10 
backed the plan. 

2. Stri cter gun controls. The outbreak of 
sniping that accompanied the recent riots 
has rekindled the debate over gun controls. 
Mayor Lindsay of New York City this week 
called f.ar new firearms controls for the pro
tection and safety of citizens. 

For three decades the mood of the public 
has favored stricter laws on the purchase of 
firearms. In the latest survey nearly three 
persons in every four (73 percent) favor a 
law which would require a person to obtain 
a police permit before he or she could buy a 
gun. In the previous survey on this issue 
(conducted one year ago) , 68 percent were 
in favor. 

The law proposed would not prohibit a 
person from owning a gun-either for sport 
or protection-but would require that a rec
ord be made of the name of the gun pur
chaser. The purpose of such a law would be 
to keep guns out of the hands of persons 
with a criminal record, the mentally dis
turbed, and others unfit to handle guns. 

The latest findings show little difference 
between the views of Negroes and whites. 

lln percent! 

Negroes Wllites National 

Favor gun registration ___ ___ _ 

~~p~~~-ion~= = = = = === = = = = =: = = 

70 
21 
9 

73 
24 
3 

73 
23 
4 

A further question shows that only one 
person in seven favors present gun laws. 
These laws place few regulations on the use 
of guns by persons under the age of 18. 

3. Curfew for all children under 16. The 
recent turmoil in many areas has prompted 
officials of some cities to impose tight curfew 
regulations. 

An earlier Gallup survey found 77 per cent 
of all persons in favor of a curfew for chil
dren under 16 for their communities. Among 
this group, more than 8 out of 10 would set 
the curfew for weekdays at 10 p.m., or earlier. 

CXIV--777-Part 10 

Nine Negroes in ten say they would favor 
such a curfew for their communities. 

Many communities across the country now 
have a curfew law. In some comxnunities 
however curfew regulations are "on the 
books," but are not strictly enforced. 

4. Interracial councils. Renewed interest 
has been expressed in councils made up of 
community leaders of bo·th races to discuss 
ways to deal with racial problems. 

An earlier Gallup survey found widespread 
support for such councils; 8 in 10 among 
both whites and Negroes favored such coun
cils. 

[From the Mount Vernon (N.Y.) Argus, Sept. 
18, 1967] 

TWENTY-SEVEN MILLION WHITES ARM SELVES 

BUT LEAN TO REGISTERED GUNS 

(By Louis Harris) 
A n ational survey indicates that 27 million 

white Americans, representing 54 per cent 
of the nation's homes, own guns. A majority 
of gun owners say they would use their 
weapons to "shoot other people in case of a 
riot." Large numbers of white people in this 
country have apparently given serious 
thought to self-protection, and one person 
in every three believes that his own home 
or neighborhood might be affected by a riot. 

It would be a mistake, however, to con
clude from this evidence that most whites 
welcome the idea of unrestricted arms. To 
the contrary, by a decisive 66-to-28 per cent 
margin, white gun owners favor passage of 
a law in Congress which would require that 
all persons "register all gun purchases no 
matter where they buy them." 

Gun ownership shows wide variants by 
regions of the country: 

[In percent) 

Nation ____ ____________ ______ _ 
By region: East_ ________________ ___ _ 

Midwest_ ______ __ ___ __ __ _ 
South ___ _____ _____ _____ _ 
West_ ___ _______ ---- - ----

Own Don't own 

54 

33 
63 
67 
59 

46 

67 
37 
33 
41 

Gun ownership is concentrated more in 
the South and the Midwest than in other 
parts of the country. The East, where the 
fewest own guns, is also the area where gun 
owners would be least willing (46 per cent) 
to use their firearms against fellow citizens. 

The cross section of white gun owners was 
asked: 

"Would you use your gun to shoot other 
people in case of a riot?" 

[In percent) 

Nation ____ ____ _____ ______ ___ _ 
By region: East_ _______ _____ _______ _ 

Midwest_ __ ___ ____ ___ _ - -_ 
South ___ __ ___ ___ _______ _ 
WesL ________ -- _ - - _-_ ---

Yes No 

. 55 

46 
54 
58 
59 

45 

54 
46 
42 
41 

The willingness to use guns against other 
people seems to be related to white gun 
owners• attitudes toward a national firearms 
control law. Although a majority in the 
South and West favor such legislation, the 
percentages in favor are less than in the 
East and Midwest. 

The cross section of white gun owners was 
asked: 

"Do you favor or oppose federal laws which 
would control the sale of guns, such as mak
ing all persons register all gun purchases no 
matter where they buy them?" 

[In percent) 

TotaL ____________ ____ ___ _ _ 
By region: East_ _________________ _ 

Midwest_ _______ ___ ___ _ 
South __ ________ ___ __ - -
WesL __ -- ___ - --- --- ---

Yes 

66 

70 
70 
62 
56 

No 

28 

21 
25 
27 
40 

Unsure 

6 

9 
5 

11 
4 

Clearly, the spate of civil disorders over 
the past summer has raised people's fears for 
their safety. This was evident in the replies 
of the special cross section of whites to this 
question: 

"Do you fear that in a riot your own home 
or neighborhood might be affected?" 

[In percent] 

Yes No Unsure 

TotaL ___________ ______ __ __ 34 58 2M! 
By income : 

49 10 Under $5,000 _______ ____ 41 
$5,000 to $9,999 ______ __ 38 60 7 
$10,000 and over_ __ ____ 32 62 6 

Low income whites, many of whom live 1n 
fringe neighborhoods alongside Negroes, are 
most apprehensive. 

It should be pointed out, however, that 
earlier Harris Surveys reported that when 
both Negroes and whites were asked how they 
feel about their personal safety on the 
streets, Negroes were far more anxious than 
whites. Fear of violence does not seem to 
show any color line. 
Recapitulation by States of Federal Firearms 

Act licenses applied jor and issued during 
calendar year 1966 

Number of 
State: locations 

Alabaxna ------------------------- 973 
Alaska --------------------------- 522 
Arizona-------------------------- 1, 401 
Arkansas----------------- - ------- 1,340 
California------------------------ 6,617 
Colorado------------------------- 1,850 
Connecticut ---------------------- 1, 110 
Delaware ------------------------- 174 
Florida ---------------- ----------- 2, 531 
Georgia------------------ - ------- 1,547 
Hawaii - - --------------- ---------- 87 
Idaho ---------------------------- 894 
Illinois --------------------------- 5, 007 
Indiana-------------------------- 2, 778 
Iowa ----------------------------- 2, 625 
l{ansas - - ------------------------ 2,315 
l{entucky ------------------------ 2, 363 
Louimana -------------- ---------- 1,280 
Maine --------------------- ------ 1,131 
Maryland ------------------------ 1, 179 
!4assachusetts ----------- --------- 1,068 
Michigan------------------------- 4,160 
!4innesota ------------------------ 3, 489 
!4ississippi ----------------------- 980 
Missouri - ---------------- -------- 4,677 
!4ontana --------------- - --------- 1,417 
Nebraska------------------------- 1,222 
Nevada - - - - ------------- --------- 612 
New Hampshire ------------------ 765 
New Jersey ---------------------- 2, 164 
New !4exico ---------------------- 1,156 
New York ------------------------ 5, 535 
North Carolina ---------------- --- 2, 300 
North Dakota --------------- - ---- 893 
Ohio ----------------------------- 4, 844 
Oklahoxna ------------------------ 1,726 
Oregon--------------------------- 1,709 
Pennsylvania--------------------- 5,606 
Rhode Island ------------- - ------- 891 
South Carolina -------- ----- ----- 1, 451 
South Dakota ------------------- 1, 019 
Tennessee---------------- - ----- -- 1, 993 
Texas - --------------------------- 5,916 
Utah - --- - --- --------- - - - --- - ---- - 553 
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Recapitulation by States of FedearZ Firearms 

Act licenses applied for and issued during 
calendar year 1966--Gontinued 

Number of 
Sta.-te: locations 

Vermont ------------------------- 858 
Virginia -------------------------- 2, 287 
Washington---------------------- 1,399 
West Virginia --------------------- 1, 328 
Wisconsin------------------------ 3,472 
Wyoming ------------------------ 751 
Puerto Rico ---------------------- 122 
I have just returned from a brief visit to 

Amsterdam, Parts, and London. Police officials 
in- those countries were exceedingly helpful 
in preparing data reflecting the nature and 
extent of gun control laws in Holland, 
France, and England. 

The Philadelphia. ordinance, described by 
the National Rifle Association as the harshest 
gun law in the nation, represents the most 
inadequate kind of control when compared 
to the established laws and regulations in 
those three countries. 

In Holland I met with First Chief In
spector F. W. Perrels and Chief Inspector L. 
Bakker, who are responsible for administrat
ing gun control laws in Amsterdam. While 
the earliest Dutch gun control law dates from 
1890, the national firearms laws came in 1919 
as a. result of the Dutch experience during 
World War I. In 1919 the Dutch government 
forbade the manufacture, purchase, owner
ship, and use of all shoulder and hand guns 
and initiated rigid control over the importa
tion of all such guns. Hunters and gun-club 
members may be licensed to use guns and 
may have them in their possession only to or 
from hunting and gun club activities. For the 
hunters and gun-club members, the purchase 
of a new gun requires the obtaining of a new 
and separate license. Even to sell or make a 
gift of a gun requires a license. A gun license 
is valid for one year only and must be re
newed each year. If a licensee moves from 
one city to another, he must reapply for his 
license. 

One of the prime arguments of those who 
oppose gun control legislation in the United 
States is that licensing and registration of 
guns are evil because an invading army will 
know precisely where to find all of the guns 
owned by the defending Americans. I men
tioned this argument, used by the gun crowd 
in Philadelphia., to my Dutch police friends. 
Holland had experienced the plight of for
eign invasion in our lifetime. They smiled 
and said that the possession of a gun by a 
Dutchman during invasion meant instant 
death and reprisals against hundreds of 
those who did not own guns. The ownership 
of guns, they said, does little or nothing to 
help resistance. 

The Dutch government rigidly controls 
the importation of firearms. Even when guns 
are in transit through Holland to another 
country, control is exercised. Holland reports 
that so few crimes are committed with guns 
that statistical data of this nature is rarely 
maintained. 

As of 1958, all previously owned firearms 
were required to be surrendered by their 
owners to the French government. Under the 
1958 law, no one is allowed to own long 
barreled revolvers or rifles or to buy or sell 
them unless he is a police officer, a public
service officer who handles funds, or a mem
ber of the military. Ownership of weapons 
is not considered a right but a. privilege 
granted at the discretion of the government, 
as I was informed by M. Jean Conflda, Sous 
Prefet of the Cabinet of Police in Paris, who 
administers the gun control laws. There is 
no such thing as the mail-order purchase of 
firearms without a. government permit. Hunt
ers are allowed to purchase shotguns; but 
they must be legitimate hunters, certified as 
such in the communities in which they live. 
In all of Parts and its suburbs, with a total 
population of more than 5 milllon people, 

only 700 permits were issued to purchase so
called "special purpose" defense weapons of 
a. kind that are not totally prohibited. The 
French procedures for securing permits is 
very much like that in Philadelphia, with ab
solute discretion vested in the police. 

As with other European nations, the French 
government, through its War and Home 
Office, maintains a total and absolute control 
over the manufacture, import, export, and 
dealing in all firearms. 

It is interesting to note that in Paris there 
were only 76 homicides and attempted hom
icides involving firearms in 1966; in 1966 it 
was 77; in 1964 it was 76; in 1963 it was 100; 
and in 1962, at the time of the Algerian crisis 
it was 145. Offenses including robbery, megal 
trading or owing firearms, and carrying fire
arms are equally rare offenses in France. 
Firearms in France are the proper subject of 
absolute governmental control. 

In England, Scotland, and Wales, the Fire
arms Acts of 1937, 1962, and 1965 currently 
are undergoing consolidation and strengthen
ing. All automatic and rifled guns are under 
strict control, and firearms certificates for 
their use are issued by police only for very 
restricted purposes. Certificates are not is
sued generally for protection of person or 
property. Smooth-bore guns, such as shot
guns, are soon to be licensed, as well. The 
government may declare any type of weapon 
"especially dangerous" in order to bring it 
under control, and while this has not yet 
been done, statements in Parliament indicate 
that even air weapons will fall into this 
category. 

Six times since 1933 the English govern
ment has declared an amnesty for the owners 
of firearms who surrendered them because 
they were held without permits. Three of 
these occurred in 1946 when 76,000 guns were 
surrendered to the government; in 1961 when 
70,000 were given up; and in 1965 when 40,-
660 guns were turned over. A future amnesty 
for shotgun owners undoubtedly will be an
nounced when shotgun certiflca tes become 
the law. 

In England, there is an index maintained 
by the police of all firearms certificate hold
ers. The index contains the serial number of 
all weapons. There is also an index of lost or 
stolen firearms. As of December 31, 1966, in 
all of vast London and its suburbs, there were 
only 15,584 certificate holders. Virtually all 
of them were confined to shooting-club mem
bers and sportsmen. 

Firearms in England were used in only 3.1 
per cent of the 9,201 robberies and offenses 
against the person in 1966 and but 3.4 per 
cent of the 7,980 similar offenses in 1965. 

Along with total control over the importa
tion of firearms in England, the very rigid 
certification requirements for the ownership 
of guns would make impossible the acquisi
tion of foreign firearms surplus by the Brit
ish population. In Holland, France, and Eng
land where I raised the question, I was told 
that the importation of foreign-made surplus 
firearms and their distribution to any cate
gory of citizens, as in the United States, 
would be unthinkable. 

While in Paris and London, police officials 
supplied me with the statutes and the gov
ernment regulations for the purchase, owner
ship, and transfer of firearms. For the con
venience of this Committee and should they 
be of special interest to you, I shall be happy 
to make them available or, at least, to pro
vide you with the citations. 

If we can learn anything from the control 
over firearms exercised in Holland, France, 
and England, it is that the legislation you 
are considering, the Amendment to Senate 
1, Senate 1853, and Senate 1854, continue to 
acknowledge that some segments of the 
American community have an absolute right 
to buy and use guns. The people of Philadel
phia do not believe this is so. We have ex
pressed our feelings in a modest, local ordi
nance that treats all firearms as dangerous 

weapons, justifying the licensing of those 
who would buy and use them. Senate 1 
Amendment, I believe, is much more realis
tic in its attempt to provide some controls. 
But even it is hardly sufficient. 

E. R. GoMBERG, 
Executive Vice President, Philadelphia 

Crime Commission. 
VOTE TITLE IV, LIFE MAGAZINE SAYS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the May 10 
issue of Life magazine has called once 
more for strong controls on the sale of 
firearms to individuals. 

Calling for a step toward sanity, 
Life's most recent editorial comment re
flects the concern of millions of Ameri
cans. 

Their worry is the freedom with which 
fanatics and others can obtain rifles and 
shotguns as well as handguns to carry 
out their deranged purposes. 

Life recognizes the mild nature of the 
legislation now included in title IV of 
the Omnibus Crime Control Act now be
fore the Senate, and comments: 

The gun blll before Congress is not as 
strong as it ought to be, but it's a start and 
should be voted. 

The article emphasizes again the near 
unanimity of the real voice of this coun
try's concern about the uncontrolled 
mail-order murder traffic. 

To assist Senators who are now con
sidering the bill, I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial be printed in the REc
ORD. 

There being no objection, the article · 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Life magazine, May 10, 1968] 
THE GUN LAW-A STEP TOWARD SANITY 
When it comes to gun laws, the minority 

rules in America. Polls taken over the past 
decade consistently show that a. large ma
jority of all Americans want some kind of 
control over the purchase of weapons (with 
the latest Louis Harris poll showing 71 % in 
favor). Each year in Congress bllls are writ
ten, and committee hearings are held, but 
then the National Rifle Association alerts its 
members and friends to man the barricades 
against any proposals strong enough to be 
effective. 

The barrage of letters that the NRA can 
call down at short notice is probably un
matched by any other lobbying group. Since 
the 1930s, when Congress passed two b1ll&
one aimed at eliminating the sawed-off shot
guns and machine guns favored by gangsters 
of that era and the other an ineffectual 
dealer-registration law-no blll dealing with 
the regulation of guns has reached the floor 
of Congress. The NRA's record is particularly 
impressive considering that it was complled 
over a. period and saw the assassination of 
one President, an attempt on the life of an
other and the shooting up of the House of 
Representatives by fanatical Puerto Rican 
nationalists in 1954. But after Martin Luther 
King was assassinated in Memphis, a gun 
control measure has finally been approved 
by a. Senate committee. An amendment to 
the President's Safe Streets bill, the measure 
now before the Senate would: 

Prohibit interstate mail-order sales of 
handguns--pistols and revolvers--to individ
uals. 

Ban over-the-counter sales of handguns 
to customers from outside the state-and to 
anyone under 21. 

Curb the imports of surplus military weap
ons not suitable for sporting purposes and 
tighten the controls on sales of anti-tank 
guns, bazookas, mortars, grenades and other 
highly destructive weapons. 
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None of these clauses menaces the sports

man; they might not stop an assassination 
either, but it is some gain to require a sales
man to know the person he Is selling a hand
gun to. Yet gun buffs have opened an in
tensive campaign to kill this moderate bill 
on the floor of the Senate. And the usual 
cries are heard that any control of gun sales 
is a direct attack on their rights, their man
hood and their homes. Reasonable sugges
tions that there should be some way to keep 
a howitzer out of the possession of anybody 
who has the price--or a Mannlicher-Carcano 
out of the hands of a Lee Harvey Oswald
are countered by gun propagandists with 
the assertion that the citizen has a constitu
tional right to "bear arms." This constitu
tional phrase refers to state militias, not to 
individuals, and this Is how the Supreme 
Court has always interpreted the right. 

The gun b1ll before Congress is not as 
strong as it ought to be, but it's a start and 
should be voted. 

HAPPINESS IS A WARM GUN 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, Charlie 
Walsh is the sports editor of the Milford 
Citizen in my home State of Connecticut, 
and I might add, a sportswriter harbor
ing some sensibilities. 

One recent morning he was handed an 
advance bulletin-press release, in 
short-from the National Rifie Associa
tion designed to direct the attention of 
editors to what the NRA considers the 
principal features in the forthcoming 
edition of the association's monthly mag
azine, the American Rifleman. 

I think it is safe to say that the ad
vance bulletin startled Charlie. Here is 
the way he began his column in the 
May 2, 1968, edition of the Milford 
Chronicle: 

The National Rifle Association has once 
again produced an absolute gem of un
intentional irony. 

In an advance bulletin for their magazine, 
"The American Rifleman," there appears a 
picture of an eight-year-old boy holding a 
rae of what look like dead pheasants. Under 
the picture appears the caption, (at this 
point it might be wise to grab some rung 
on your chair) "Happiness is a Warm Gun." 
Yeah, right? 

Any comment on that statement in light 
of the recent rash of warm guns we have been 
finding in this country (i.e. Memphis door
ways, Texas book storage buildings) would 
be wholly superfluous. 

Mr. President, the remainder of Mr. 
Walsh's views on the NRA's exploitation 
of happiness and youth by the presence 
of a warm gun would best be told in his 
own word. I ask unanimous consent that 
the entire column be printed in the 
RECORD at this point in the discussion 
of the need for legislation to disarm 
criminals and the mentally disabled. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Milford Citizen, May 2, 1968] 
THE STEEL MYTH: IN LEFT FIELD 

(By Charlie Walsh) 
The National Rifle Association has once 

again produced an absolute gem of unin
tentional irony. 

In an advance bulletin for their magazine, 
"The American Rifleman," there appears a 
picture of an eight-year-old boy holding a 
rae of what look like dead pheasants. Under 
the picture appears the caption, (at this 
point it might be wise to grab some rung 
on your chair) "Happiness Is a Warm Gun." 
Yeah, right? 

Any comment on that statement in light 

of the recent rash of warm guns we have 
been finding in this country (i.e. Memphis 
doorways, Texas book storage buildings) 
would be wholly superfluous. 

What might be helpful at this point would 
be an examination of the NRA itself, that 
beneflcient, monolithic, semi-secret, wealthy 
and huge organization of gun owners, shoot
ers, makers, collectors and lovers. 

The issue, of course, is guns. Guns have 
one purpose and one purpose only. They were 
and are designed to kill living things. They 
were probably one of man's most efilcient 
inventions for inflicting death. Knives, 
spears, clubs, bows and arrows are fine but 
they all have two distinct disadvantages. 
1. They all require the killer to at some time, 
come within an unsafe distance of his vic
tim to inflict the wound. 2. They all have 
a fairly wide margin of error. (If you do 
not strike deeply enough and accurately 
enough with a knife your victim wm surely 
live.) 

A gun, however, assures both safety for 
the user and deadliness and accuracy on the 
target. A gun also provides a certain free
dom from the psychological problems in
volved with more intimate violence. How 
much easier it is to pull a trigger and watch 
a man slump one mile away than to engage 
in a messy eye-to-eye assault on someone. 

In an old movie I saw the other night a 
pal of Orson Wells' made a speech about 
what makes one person better than another 
"An edge," he said, "you have got to have 
an edge." He went on to say that a great 
singer had an edge on other people in his 
vocal cords. And a lion's teeth give him an 
edge over a zebra. 

The gun, he told Wells who was pLaying 
a drunk, poet, Irish sailor, was the edge 
most men have. He did not say over what. 

The gun is man's edge over himself; his 
own puny body, his clawless hand, his fang
less mo~th and his plaguing devils. 

It would, one supposes, be quite logical 
that men would develop an elaborate orga
nization to develop and protect this edge. For 
that edge, unlike the lions teeth, is an arti
ficial one and quite perishable. 

This attempt to protect the edge was un
derstandable when men were forced to prowl 
the woods for food and protect himself from 
the teeth of the lion and the wolf. But now 
the food is grown in docile herds and the 
lion safely in the zoo and with wolves all 
but extinct. 

In short, the NRA is a gross anachronism. 
The huge amounts of energy ·it expends try
ing to convince congressmen and train young 
marksmen is expended over a myth-the 
gun. 

The gun is, at this stage in history, a myth 
and legend. It is no more than an agonizing 
memory of good earthy days gone by. The 
place left for the gun is a locked glass case 
over the mantle or in a museum. 

Yes, a myth, but how deadly a myth it 
is. It is, unlike most myths, which are made 
dreams and fears, made of steel and brass 
and black powder. It is a myth not held 
in the mind but in the hands. Those deadly 
hands. 

Understand, the guns I speak of here are 
the guns of the hunter, "the recreational 
shooter." There are other guns, the guns of 
war and of the police that are still enmeshed 
in reality, although they too share at least 
part of the myth. 

There is really only one enemy left for men 
to fight. It is those devils and demons which 
lurk in the alleys of his mind, and even 
all the NRA's guns can't fight them. 

EDITOR SEES NRA RAVINGS AS NONSENSE 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Sullivan 
Law, New York State's firearms statute, 
has for generations been used by the 
gun lobby as a public whipping boy. 

This is particularly true of the bitter 
abuse heaped upon it by the National 
Rifle Association. They see it as the 

ultimate in bad firearms laws, and spend 
considerable effort across the Nation 
using it as a threat to sportsmen who 
are not forever vigilant against the Gov
ernment's insidious attempts to take 
their guns away. 

The association's paid representatives, 
in thousands of forays across the country 
each year, give hunting and sportsmen's 
groups a deliberately distorted picture of 
the effectiveness of the Sullivan Law. 

Promulgate lies about its effectiveness, 
if you will. 

At the 1964 hearings before the Juve
nile Delinquency Subcommittee, and on 
a number of other occasions, an NRA 
Director said : 

"New York's so-called Sullivan Law is the 
most restrictive gun legislation on the stat
ute books. Yet it is a complete failure, not 
only in keeping guns out of the hands of 
the criminal element but also at reducing 
the crime rate. 

That, of course, is not true. The NRA 
knows that is not true. It is the kind of 
deliberate distortion they peddle to le
gitimate sportsmen who then echo it 
across the land. 

But this type of lobbying activity on 
the part of the association is being un
covered more and more each day. Think
ing people do not like being fed misin
formation. Newspapers are beginning to 
see the twisted and slanted information 
for what it is, and they resent it. 

There is no better example of this 
reaction against the NRA's massive lob
bying effort than an editorial which ap
peared in the Charleston W.Va., Sunday 
Gazette-Mail of April 28, 1968. 

The editors point out that the murder 
rate by gun in New York City is 25 per
cent, less than half that of Phoenix and 
about a third that of Dallas. The edi
torial then observes: 

If this Is "oomplete failure" as contended 
by the NRA director, police departments of 
most U.S. metropolises would undoubtedly 
welcome a similar "sorry" record. 

Current gun control legislation before the 
U.S. Senate needs to be strengthened 
drastically. What the nation should have is 
prohibition of mail order sales to the private 
citizen and registration of all guns, so that 
law enforcement authorities across the na
tion know who owns a gun. 

It is absurd to talk about curbing crime 
and lowering murders rates until COngress 
moves against merchants of murder selling 
weapons of murder indiscriminately. 

I say the Gazette is setting things 
straight. And they are getting a lot of 
help around the country. 

I feel certain that many Senators, 
inundated with mail generated by the 
firearms lobby, have frequently read this 
NRA version of the effectiveness of the 
Sullivan Law. I should like to provide 
the truth about the effectiveness of that 
law in holding down the number of gun 
murders. Therefore, I ask unanimous 
consent that the entire editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Charlestown (W. Va.) Gazette

Mail, Apr. 28, 1968] 
SULLIVAN LAW GOOD LAW DESPrrE RAVINGS 0:1' 

NRA 
The National Rifle Assn., which for some 

unaccountable reason is permitted to lobby 



12324 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 8, 1968 
Congress at taxpayer expense, has long ar
gued that gun registration laws and laws for
bidding the unrestricted sale of lethal arms 
merely aid the criminal at the expense of the 
law-abiding in American society. 

The facts shatter such nonsense. 
In 1965, a study conducted by the Massa

chusetts Department of Public Safety re
vealed that only six weapons out of 4,506 
retrieved from criminals in the state over the 
previous eight years h ad been stolen. More 
than 4,000 had been purchased outside the 
state in over-t he-counter sales in Maine, New 
Hampshire and Vermont, none of which has 
on statute books the stric·t legislation pro
hibiting sales that Massachusetts has. 

Surveys in Newark show that 80 per cent 
of the guns taken away from criminals were 
bought beyond New Jersey's borders. 

The NRA additionally delights in casti
gating New York State's Sullivan Law, stiffest 
in the nat ion. This law stipulates residents 
can't buy or possess a handgun in the ab
sence of a police permit, and the law is suf
ficiently well enforced within New York City 
that out of a total population of 8 million 
only 17,000 permits are held. 

At the congressional hearings of 1964, an 
NRA director asserted: "New York's so-called 
Sullivan Law is the most restrictive gun leg
islation on the statute books. Yet it is a com
plete failure , not only in keeping guns out of 
the hands of the criminal element but also 
at reducing the crime rate." 

Again the facts are quite different, and, 
indeed, if the nation had a Sullivan Law, 
New York State and City would greatly bene
fit, because residents wouldn't be able to 
acquire guns through mail orders or by 
traveling to areas where they are easily 
acquired. 

The rates of murder by gun in New York 
City, for example, is 25 per cent, in Dallas 
the rate is 72 per cent and 65.9 per cent 
in Phoenix, two cities having virtually no 
law regulating firearm sales. In comparison 
with the nation's largest cities, New York 
has the fifth lowest assault rate, the third 
lowest murder rate, and the lowest robbery 
rate. 

If this is "complete failure," as contended 
by the NRA director, police departments of 
most U.S. metropolises would undoubtedly 
welcome a similar "sorry" record. 

Current gun control legislation before the 
U.S. Senate needs to be strengthened dras
tically. What the nation should have is pro
hibition of mail order sales to the private 
citizen and registration of all guns, so law 
enforcement authorities across the nation 
know who own a gun. 

It is absurd to talk about curbing crime 
and lowering murder rates until Congress 
moves against merchants of murder selling 
weapons of murder indiscriminately. 

The Sullivan Law is a good law, and de
spite the deliberate lies concerning the law 
promulgated by the NRA, it is a law that does 
what it was designed to do--curtailing gun 
ownership among criminals and the mentally 
unstable. The law works, and it's high time 
Congress adopted it for all 50 states. 

POLL SHOWS RURAL AMERICA DOES NOT 
BLOCK GUN CONTROLS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, it has been 
the experience of congressional commit
tees over the years that whenever, and 
regardless of the clear public need, fire
arms laws are proposed to disarm the 
criminal and others who regularly mis
use them, the committee members are 
beseiged by a letterwriting campaign 
against the proposed legislation. 

And when testimony is taken, as surely 
as night follows day, a large number of 
witnesses appear and claim to speak for 
rural America. 

They say that strict controls over the 

sale of firearms would hurt the farmer, 
hurt the sportsmen, and be an incon
venience to the country dweller who lives 
some miles from a store or large com
mercia! outlet. 

Indeed, some of the arguments of these 
spokesmen tend to portray their con
st ituents as more of the country bump
kin than the modern day sophisticate 
that much of rural America is. 

That could not be more forcefully 
brought to the attention of the Senate 
than it was February 4, 1967, with the 
publication of two public opinion polls 
conducted by the Prairie Farmer, based 
in Chicago. 

The 127-year-old publication is one of 
the backbones of Midwest journalism 
and is about as close to the Midwest 
farmer as any publication can get. Its 
circulation is around 400,000. 

The Prairie Farmer polls covered the 
States of Indiana and Illinois, and show 
that even rural America is something 
less than enthusiastic about the rate at 
which American civilians are arming 
against one another. 

The editor, James C. Thomson, in a 
personal letter to me, said : 

My own personal opinion is that the ir
responsible use of firearms has become -a 
national scandal. Our trigger-happy image 
beyond our shores seems to deny our own 
opinion that we are a peace-loving nation. 

Farmers still want firearms for hunting 
and the protection people living in isolation 
need, but farmers, like anyone else, feel 
that those who are mentally unbalanced or 
irresponsible in any way should be denied 
the right to own arms. The indiscriminate 
killings among 15- and 16-year-old boys in 
Chicago is incredible, and the stockp1ling of 
arms by both blacks and whites is setting 
the stage for a national disaster. 

I doubt very much that the gun lobby 
speaks for the American people. It certainly 
doesn't speak for the urban citizen like my
self. And we offer you proof from personal 
interview polls that it does not speak for 
midwestern farmers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con .. 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
hard-fact editorial based on those Prairie 
Farmers polls. It interprets the polls bet
ter than I can. I ask also that copies of 
both polls be printed. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

(From the Prairie Farmer, Feb. 4, 1967] 
FARMER SENTIMENT FOR GUNS Is A MYTH 

Newspapers have suggested that rural peo-
ple are the stumbling block in efforts to con
trol indiscriminate use of firearms. The gun 
mystique, it is said:, thrives in the open 
spaces. 

But the overpowering sentiment in rural 
areas for the unrestricted ownership and use 
of guns is a myth. At least that is the case 
in Indiana and Illinois, according t o a recent 
Prairie Farmer poll. 

In personal interviews farm people were 
asked, "Do you feel that more stringent ef
forts should be made to oontrol the posses
sion and use of firearms by the public?" The 
consensus in both states was: Yes, 55 percent; 
No, 32 percent; and Undecided, 13 percent. 

In the three years since the death of Presi
dent Kennedy more than 50,000 Americans-
10 times the Vietnam toll-have been 
gunned down by misfits, criminals, and of 
course, ordinary people who became careless. 
Too many fire a too-easily-available gun in 
anger and live to regret it. 

In the last Congress efforts to pass gun 
control legislation were stalled because of 
the problem of reconciling the right of peo
ple to bear arms with the safety of a more 
crowded society. 

But an angry, emotional group insists that 
any gun-control blll is a sinister plot and 
conspiracy to deprive Americans of t heir 
constitutional right to bear arms. 

This is nonsense. Those of us who are 
concerned about the mounting death toll 
from shooting merely want guns kept out of 
reach of juveniles, drug add·icts, convicted 
criminals, and the mentally unbalanced. 
There is no need· to deprive hunters and 
those who have a legitimate reason. 

But let the record show that people in 
rural areas are just as concerned about this 
problem as anyone else. They want action 
by Congress. 

[From the Prairie Farmer, Feb. 4, 1967] 
ILLINOIS FARMERS FAVOR RESTRICTIONS ON 

POSSESSION, USE OF FIREARMS 

Most Illinois farm people would like to see 
the government take steps to limit the 
possession and use of firearms by the public, 
according to a recent Prairie Farmer poll. 
Women had stronger feelings in limitation. 

Here is how they responded when asked 
the following question: "Do you feel that 
more stringent efforts should be made to con
trol the possession and use of firearms by 
the public?" 

Men Women Both 

Yes __ -· •• __ -------- - 51.6 62.5 57.0 No __ ___ • __ _ • _______ _ 38.8 23. 0 30.9 
Not sure _____ ___ _____ 9. 6 14.5 12. 1 

Older people were more strongly in favo1· 
of gun restrictions, but a majority of all age 
groups favored restriction. Here is how they 
voted by age groups: 

Under 40 

Yes-- ---- - -·- - ------ 53. 5 
No _______ ______ _____ 34.2 
Not sure__ __ ____ __ ___ 12.3 

40 to 59 

57.2 
33.1 
9. 7 

Over 59 

59.4 
23.2 
17.4 

Educational level didn't seem to make such 
difference in how farmers felt, but college
trained farmers felt strongest about restrict
ing firearms. Here is how they voted accord
ing to educational groupings: 

Grade High Some 
school school college 

Yes ______ · - _________ 57.8 55.3 59.9 
No ____ ____ ____ _ ---· _ 27.4 33. 3 28.3 
Not sure _________ • ___ 14.8 11. 4 11.8 

[From the Prairie Farmer, Feb. 4, 1967] 
HOOSIER FARM WOMEN WOULD LIMIT THE 

POSSESSION AND USE OF FIREARMS 

Indiana farm women feel strongly about 
limiting the possession and use of firearms 
by the public, according to a recent poll by 
Prairie Farmer. Indiana farm men were about 
evenly divided on the question. 

Here is how they answered when asked, 
"Do you feel that more stringent efforts 
should be made to control the possession and 
use of firearms by the public?" 

Men Women Both 

Yes _______ --- __ - - --- 42. 8 63.3 53.3 
No _____ ------ __ _____ 42.2 22.9 32.3 
Not sure ___ __________ 15.0 13.8 14.4 

Middle-aged Hoosiers with growing chil
dren expressed stronger conviction on the 
need for firearms limitation. Only a bare ma
jority of older people were in favor. Here is 
how they voted by age groups: 
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Under 40 
years 

Yes___ __ ____ ________ 51.0 
No ___ __________ _____ 35.6 
Not sure_ ___________ _ 13.4 

40 to 59 
years 

55.6 
30.2 
14.2 

50.4 
33.8 
15.8 

Farmers with college training felt strong
est about gun restriction and licensing, b':t 
there is very little difference between this 
group and farmerr with grade school educa
tion. Here is how they voted according to 
educational grouping: 

8 years or 9 to 12 Some 
less years college 

Yes _____ --- ---- -- --- 60. 4 48.8 61.4 No _____ __ __ ___ ______ 24.2 37.2 27.6 
Not sure ___ _____ __ ___ 15.4 14.0 11.0 

THE NRA, THE LEGISLATOR, AND UNRESTRICTIVE 
LAWS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, States pop
ularly known as hunting States ~ave, 
relatively speaking, small populatiOns. 
And, generally speaking, the hunting 
States have lax firearms laws, though 
this is not universally true. 

I have often suspected that among the 
reasons for this is that the lobbies and 
special interest groups find it somewhat 
easier to work their will when the opin
ions of fewer people are needed to tip 
the scales against one issue or another. 

I read an article recently that in effect 
came to the same conclusion concern
ing the relatively unrestrictive firearms 
laws in the States of Maine, Vermont, 
and New Hampshire. 

In the Portland (Maine) Express of 
November 7,1967, Sandor M. Polster ana
lyzes the firearms problems in Maine and 
the need for a tightening of the gun 
laws. The article is entitled: "Law Offi
cials Condemn Maine's Lax Gun Laws." 

Mr. Polster recounts the recent legis
lative history of one lawmaker who at
tempted to revise the firearms laws, an 
attorney from Belfast who introduced a 
gun control bill in the legislature in 1965. 
It met the same demise as most of the 
firearms legislation introduced in State 
and town councils across the country-it 
died in the legislature's judiciary com
mittee. 

Mr. Polster quotes the author on the 
death of his first and only effort to leg
islate on firearms: 

I withdrew it not because of the ... well, 
you just can't believe the mail I got . . . I 
was accused of being a Communist, of being 
an enemy ... I received a deluge of this 
stuff. A number of my colleagues told me they 
had to oppose me. I was told it was too hot 
an issue to handle . . . I just felt there was 
no point in flying in the face of a stone wall. 

Mr. Polster then adds: 
The "stone wall" is the National Rifle As

sociation. The effective lobby group based in 
washington, has managed to keep gun laws 
in Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont un
restrictive. It has always frightened law en
forcement officers. Many would comment off 
the record regarding the state's laws, but 
when it came to a quote, they asked to 
remain anonymous. 

It was the year of 1965 when the Bel
fast, Maine, attorney received so much 
abuse by mail and pressure from his col
leagues to withdraw his firearms pro
posal. According to Mr. Polster, it was 
the year 1965 when the last serious at-

tempt to change the firearms laws in the 
State of Maine died at the hands of the 
NRA. 

Mr. President, I quote a paragraph 
from the 1965 operating report of the 
National Rifle Association. On page 21, 
under "Legislative Services," the board 
of directors reported the following: 

Information to NRA members about fire
arms control proposals is supplied by three 
principal means-(1) the regular report, 
"What the lawmakers are Doing," in The 
American rifleman; (2) NRA legislative 
bulletins and memoranda; and (3) direct 
contacts by mail or wire. During 1965, 350 
bills of concern to gun owners were intro
duction in 47 state legislatures and the U.S. 
Congress. Details about the more important 
ones were published in 99 columns of the 
magazine, and 28 legislative bulletins were 
mailed to 300,000 members and clubs in 14 
states. NRA members reacted promptly, firm
ly, and in force. As a result, no severe legis
lation was enacted on the federal or state 
level. 

Little wonder, then, that a solitary 
piece of legislation that would have 
given the State of Maine a more effec
tive firearms law was crushed before it 
had a chance. 

It fell before the computerized jug
gernaut of the NRA lobby, as do so many 
other attempts in other States each year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire article by Sandor 
M. Polster be printed in the REcoRD at 
this point. for the information of Sena
tors as they consider title IV of the 
omnibus crime bill. 

Title IV is my amendment to S. 917 
and is now being subjected to the same 
type of lobby pressure discussed in the 
article. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
LAW OFFICIALS CONDEMN MAINE'S LAX GUN 

LAws 

(By Sandor M. Polster) 
Since February, 45 hand guns, 41 rifles and 

four shotguns have been stolen from homes, 
cottages and businesses in Maine. 

The thefts of these firearms have been re
ported. It is not known how many guns 
have been stolen and not reported for one 
reason or another. 

In June 1965, then Massachusetts Com
missioner of Public Safety Richard R. Caples 
told a U.S. Senate subcommittee in Wash
ington how a 16-year-old Cambridge, Mass., 
youth came into Maine, purchased 16 guns 
and took them back to the Bay State on a 
bus. 

Caples added then that one of the guns 
was later used to kill a Medford, Mass., police
man. 

These facts, and others, are cited by law 
enforcement officials in condemning Maine's 
lax gun laws. The only requirement for pur
chase of a firearm in this state is to be 
16-years or older. 

To carry a concealed weapon requires a 
permit, issued by city police, but that is as 
restrictive as the law gets. 

In Maine's recent legislative history, only 
one lawmaker has attempted to revise the 
gun law. Richard W. Glass, a Belfast lawyer, 
introduced his measure in the 1965 legisla
ture. 

Glass, Waldo County Attorney from 1954 
to 1960, was a state senator in 1965. 

Whereas the present law requires a permit 
for concealing weapons on the person, Glass' 
bill would have necessitated registration of 
any concealable weapon, which was defined 
as any gun up to 12 inches long. 

But Glass' proposal was short-lived-it 
never got out of the Judiciary Committee. 

"I withdrew it not because of the ... 
well, you just can't believe the mail I got," 
he said. "I was accused of being a Commu
nist, of being an enemy ... I received a del
uge of this stuff. A number of my colleagues 
told me they had to oppose me. I was told 
it was too hot an issue to handle." 

Glass added: "After polling the commit
tee and in light of what other people had 
told me, the only thing I would be getting 
was publicity. I just felt there was no point 
in flying in the face of a stone wall." 

The "stone wall," in Glass' opinion, is the 
National Rifle Association. 

The effective lobby group, based in Wash
ington, has managed to keep gun laws in 
Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont un· 
restrictive. 

It has always frightened law enforcement 
officers. Many would comment off the record 
regarding the state's laws, but when it came 
to a quote, they asked to remain anonymous. 

on the national level, only seven states re
quire a license or permit for possession of fire
arms. South Carolina is the only state com
pletely prohibiting sale of handguns. And 
nine states have no minimum age limit for 
purchasing guns. 

While Maine's laws have come under at
tack from out-of-state law enforcement offi
cials and from some within the state, they 
are enthusiastically endorsed by Dr. Alonzo 
H. Garcelon, an Augusta dentist and a di
rector of the National Rifle Association. 

"I don't see that we need any change," 
he said. "I think we're doing pretty well. Our 
crime rate isn't going up as far as I can see." 

Garcelon termed Glass' measure "just 
tricky phraseology." 

"I am not against good laws," Garcelon 
said. "To me, a gun law is meant to put the 
criminal out of business. If we could design 
a gun law that would interfere with the 
criminal, then we'd be in business." 

Col. Robert Marx, former chief of the 
Maine state police and now director of the 
New England State Police Staff College in 
Foster, R.I., said recently he wasn't satisfied 
with the state's gun laws. 

"My feeling has always been that certain 
areas of the gun control law could be 
strengthened," he said. "Even a child can. 
buy a. gun through the mail as the law 
stands now." 

The answer, Marx said, rests with the· 
legislature. 

"I believe our sales of weapons should be· 
tightened up somewhat," he said. 

Marx suggested that several factors ought 
to enter into the purchase of firearms, in· 
eluding mental competency, criminal record 
and age. 

"As I understand, it's a simple matter to 
buy a machine gun through the mail," he 
said. 

Several law officials said although Maine 
prohibits purchase of firearms by persons 
convicted of a felony within five years of re
lease "from probation, prison or parole," 
such a law is difficult to enforce. 

Gun dealers are required to record the 
name of the purchaser and the gun's serial 
number, but officials concede this is seldom 
done. 

And besides, as one police official put it, how 
is a gun dealer to know if a customer is tell
ing the truth as to his name or, for that mat
ter, whether he is, indeed, a felon? 
COMMONWEAL POSES FIREARMS QUERY: CON-

STITUTIONAL RIGHT OR LUNACY? 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, an interest
ing editorial statement was published in 
last week's issue of Commonweal, a mag
azine which reaches 35,000 homes each 
week. It comments on the pending fire
arms control provisions of title IV of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act. 
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John Deedy editorially takes note of 
the National Rifle Association's fight for 
their version of the second amendment 
and dismisses it as irrelevant. He points 
out that the NRA just will not counte
nance meaningful gun control legislation 
to alleviate the high rate of violence in 
the streets. 

Of course, Mr. Deedy realizes that any 
appeal to the rational faculties of the 
NRA are futile and that, as he phrases it: 

If the past offers any clue, it will go in one 
ear and out the other ... thus insuring that 
a willful conspirator or anyone with a nutty 
idea in his head will still be able to drop into 
shops like Abercrombie & Fitch, pick out his 
gun, even get some coaching, and be about 
his business. 

As we consider title IV to the crime 
control bill, I desire to share Common
weal's view with Senators, so I ask 
unanimous consent that the article pub
lished on May 3, 1968, be in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NEWS AND Vmws 
(By John Deedy) 

One would have to search far for an exam
ple of commercial contretemps to m a tch that 
of Abercrombie & Fitch during the wake pe
riod of Martin Luther King. On April 8-four 
days after Dr. King's assass-ination and the 
day before the funeral-Abercrombie & Fitch 
took two columns of space in the New York 
Times to advertise its gun department and 
the avalilability of Rex Gage for private shoot-
ing lessons. . 

Mr. Gage, Abercrombie & Fitch gloried, is 
"one C1f the foremost instructors of Eng
land's renowned Holland & Holland shooting 
school. And to underscore his credentials, 
Abercrombie & Fitch offered a letter of rec
ommendation from Norman T. Clarke, Hol
land & Holland's senior shooting instructor: 
"Mr. Gage ... has had an extensive training 
by me. He teaches my system of how to 
shoot." 

If all this weren't errancy enough, Clarke 
apologized that he wouldn't be at Abercrom
bie & Fitch's himself: "I am afraid I will not 
be able to see you in New York this spring, 
as I shall be visiting the West Coast and 
southern parts of the United States during 
April and part of May ... " 

Now, no one is charging there is something 
suspect about Mr. Gage's occupation. Aber
crombie & Fi·tch's advertising or Mr. Clarke's 
itinerary. But four days after the King mur
der and the new evidence it provided of the 
American propensity for violence, there is 
something sick about the exaltation of guns 
and the shooting sports-since this is a land 
where anyone, balanced or not, can pop an 
order into the malls, or walk into Abercrom
bie & Fitch or any other sporting goods store, 
and freely purchase the guns and instruction 
that help make violence a way of life in 
America. 

Admittedly, Article 2 of the Bill of Rights 
speaks of "the right of the people to keep 
and bear arms." But, as Gunnar Myrda l com
mented after Dr. King's murder, (a) the idea 
that everyone should be able to buy a gun 
1s "sUly," and {b) if the Constitution gives 
the people this right, "then 'to hell with the 
Constitution." 

Myrdal is right, although the problem isn't 
in the Constitution. It's in the enactinent of 
sensible gun control laws. Yet, strangely 
enough, to get such laws written is as tough 
a task as getting the Constitution amended, 
for one is in contention with the largest and 
perhaps most effective lobbying group in 
Washington, t he National Rifle Association. 
The NRA just won't countenance broad gun 
control. 

A week to the day after the King murder, 

NRA president Harold W. Glassen of Lansing 
allowed that the killing was "senseless" and 
"cruel," but in the same breath he argued 
that the King murder should have no effect 
on gun legislation. And, indeed, it won't, if 
'tne NRA has its way, as it likely will. 

Hence, even in this tragic year, the best 
the nation can hope for is the mildest exten
sion of gun control-a measure to ban inter
state mail-order sales of pistols and other 
concealable weapons, and the prohibition of 
over-the-counter sales of hand-guns to out
of-state residents. Pretty weak legislation, 
with nothing, notice, on the regulation of 
rifles and other "long" weapons of the type 
that killed Dr. King and that are common to 
assassinations in America. The NRA lobby 
protects their sale. 

At the National Rifle Association's recent 
convention in Boston, Massachusetts Lieu
tenant Governor Francis Sargent urged the 
NRA to spearhead gun control legislation in
stead of "either blocking it or offering mealy
mouthed plans that are more pablum than 
reform." The metaphor is bad but the 
thought is good. 

Unfortunately, if the past offers any clue, 
it will go in one ear and out the other of 
the National Rifle Association, thus insuring 
that a willful conspirator or anyone with a 
nutty idea in his head will still be able to 
drop into shops like Abercrombie & Fitch, 
pick out his gun, even get some coaching, and 
be about his business. 

Purchasers defend this arrangement as a 
constitutional right, sellers as an inescapable 
merchandizing risk. History will label it 
lunacy. 
WOMEN VOTE 2 TO 1 FOR GUN PURCHASE PERMIT 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, 1,000 mem
bers of the Good Housekeeping consumer 
panel, a nationwide cToss section of 
America's women, were surveyed recently 
on their attitudes toward gun control. 

The women were asked: 
Should a permit be required to purchase 

a gun? 

The results were published in the May 
issue of the magazine. 

The vote was decisive, almost 2 to 1 
in favor of a permit to purchase, 63.9-
to-32.2 percent. 

I should point out to Senators that the 
results of the survey are consistent with 
those of virtually every other public 
opinion poll or survey I have ever seen 
on the subject. They reflect a deep con
cern on the part of American women who 
feel the urgent need to pass a law that 
will e:ffectively keep firearms out of the 
hands of crtminals and the unstable. 

I suggest that this is another voice in 
the chorus of polls, surveys, editortals, 
broadcasts, and expressions of deep pub
lic concern over the need for Congress 
to adopt a strong Federal firearms l·aw, 
specifically, title IV of the omnibus 
crime bill now being debated. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
prtnted in the RECORD the text of the 
Good Housekeeping poll. 

There being no objection, the item 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
GH POLL: SHOULD A PERMIT BE REQUmED To 

PURCHASE A GUN? 

According to the first nationwide survey of 
women's attitudes toward gun control, two 
out of every three American homemakers be
lieve that no one should be able to buy a 
gun, pistol or rifle without a permit. 

The May issue of Good Housekeeping re
ports the results of its findings from a poll 
con ducted among a cross-section of over 1,000 
of its readers. 

Participants were asked whether they agreed 
with New York Mayor John V. Lindsay that 
a permit should be required to buy a rifle, 
shotgun or pistol, or with Harold W. Glassen, 
president of the National Rifle Association 
of America, who opposes such a requirement. 
The women's vote was very close to a deci
sive two to one with 63.9% in support of Mr. 
Lindsay and 32.2 % in support of Mr. Glas
sen. Less than 2 % were undecided. 

Gun control is one of the most bitterly de
bated of national issues. On one side is a 
large body of concerned citizens who feel 
the urgent need to pass laws that will keep 
firearms out of the hands of criminals and 
the mentally unstable. They point to the 
soaring crime figures as clear evidence that 
guns are far too easily available. They cite 
the murder of John F. Kennedy as a tragedy 
that might have been averted if the gun 
laws had been stricter. 

On the other side is another large body 
of citizens who are worried that tough gun 
restrictions would violate the basic freedom 
of law-abiding Am.ericans. They believe that 
people who legitimately use guns for hunt
ing, sports or self-protection would be penal
ized while criminals would easily obtain fire
arms by stealing and other Ulegal means. 

The Poll revealed that the participants, 
while disapproving of the casual sale of fire
arms to all comers, were under no illusion 
that gun laws in themselves would turn this 
country into a more peaceful society. In fact, 
they weren't even sure that gun-control laws 
would reduce crime. A shade over half the 
respondents, 50.3% believed crime would be 
reduced while 42.7% foresaw no reduction. 

When asked if they or a member of their 
family owned a gun, 57.3% said yes. Fur
thermore, most gun-owning households pos
sess more than one weapon. You might logi
cally expect that women who have a house
full of guns would be overwhelmingly op
posed to gun controls. However, this is not 
the case. Gun owners split 50-50 between 
Mayor Lindsay and Mr. Glassen. Among the 
people who do not own guns, however, Mr. 
Lindsay's stand is supported seven to one. 

Many readers on both sides speak out 
against mail-order sales of firearms, shocked 
by the easy access to guns offered by pe
riodicals their children read. Many would 
forbid all sales to minors. One out of every 
ten respondents suggests mandatory training 
classes for gun owners. "No government 
would be so foolish as to issue a driver's li
cense to someone who isn't qualified. Don't 
people know that a gun is dangerous?" 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have 
heard that the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. HANSEN] has been patiently wait
ing for me to be through, and I was anx
ious to get through. I have been talking 
about 3 hours. 

Do I understand correctly that the 
matter of the Senator from Wyoming is 
to go over until tomorrow, when he will 
have an opportunity to fire away at me? 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the distinguish
ed Senator from Connecticut. I note that 
he certainly has considered this subject 
in all of its ramifications, and I compli
ment him for his display of stamina this 
afternoon. I am sure it has not been easy 
to present all of thf' material he has 
presented. 

What I should like to do, in response 
to the Senator's question, would be to 
ask some questions that the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] 

would have asked if he were here; he 
asked me if I would ask them for him. 

Then, if it is agreeable with the Sena
tor from Connecticut, I should like to put 
the questions I have in my own right 
tomorrow, say around 11:15. 
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Mr. DODD. Fine. 
Mr. HANSEN. Which I think the Sen

ator from West Virginia had suggested 
might be an acceptable time, and agree
able with the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. That is entirely acceptable 
to me. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DODD. I yield. 
Mr. METCALF. I, too, have some in

quiries about the effect of this bill on 
some of the rural areas, as to the cow
boys and Indians, and so forth, which 
the Senator from Connecticut has talked 
about. 

Mr. DODD. I did not mean they were 
there now, except on reservations. 

Mr. METCALF. The Senator has reser
vations, and we have reservations in 
Montana. 

I do not wish to involve the Senator 
in colloquy now, after his long, involved, 
complicated, and very eloquent and per
suasive speech, but I should like to have 
an opportunity tomorrow to ask some 
questions about the impact of this bill on 
the people of my State. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope it will 
be agreed that, after the Senator from 
Wyoming is through, I may have an 
opportunity to discuss this matter with 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Yes. Mr. President, if I 
may address my remarks to the acting 
majority leader, it is an open field, as 
far as I am concerned. I should like 
to have anybody ask questions who wants 
to. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Connecticut 
yield for a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. DODD. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Perhaps 

the unanimous-consent request can be 
worded to accommodate both the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
HANSEN] and the distinguished Senator 
from Montana [Mr. METCALF]. 
ORDER FOR RECOGNITION TOMORROW OF SENA
TORS DODD, ERVIN, HRUSKA, CLARK, AND CHURCH 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that to
morrow, on the completion of the state
ment by the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. MoRTON], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD] be recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I do not 
object. I am just fearful that others may 
be shut oft' who wish to ask questions. I 
do not know whether that is enough 
time or not. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. This would 
give the Senator from Connecticut 1 hour 
in which to answer questions, beginning 
about 11: 15 or 11:20 tomorrow morning. 

Mr. DODD. That is perfectly all right 
with me. I just do not wish anyone to 
think I am trying to put a limitation on 
the time available for the purpose of 
asking questions. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I think 
that will take care of my problem, and 
I hope that of the Senator from Wyo
ming. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I should 
think that would be adequate. 

Mr. METCALF. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, if the Senator will yield for a fur
ther unanimous-consent request, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the end of 
the hour which has already been grant
ed to the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DoDD] tomorrow, the 
Chair recognize the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] for 2 hours; there
upon the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA] for 1 hour; thereupon the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] for 
1 hour; and thereupon the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] for 1 hour. • 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. METCALF. I thank the Senator 
from Wyoming and the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. THuRMOND], I address the following 
questions to the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut. 

As I read section 923 (a), of title IV, 
all dealers must be federally licensed, no 
matter whether they sell only over the 
counter in their own States, or whether 
they sell through the mails to out-of
State residents. Is that correct? 

Mr. DODD. That is correct. 
Mr. HANSEN. Therefore, all firearms 

dealers must be federally licensed; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. DODD. That is true. 
Mr. HANSEN. As to a dealer who sells 

over the counter to persons in his own 
locality, he must comply with the provi
sions of section 922(b); is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. DODD. If the Senator will refresh 
mymemory--

Mr. HANSEN. I note that the Senator 
from South Carolina has added a state
ment as to section 922(b), as follows: 
"922(b) says it shall be unlawful for any 
licensee to sell any firearm to any indi
vidual unless he has complied with the 
requirements of subparagraphs (1), (2), 
(3), (4), and (5) of section 922(b) ." 

Is that correct? 
Mr. DODD. That is correct. 
Mr. HANSEN. 922(b). 
Mr. DODD. I think that is one of those 

sections that place requirements upon 
the dealer. So that would be right. 

Mr. HANSEN. Is Federal criminal lia
bility not imposed upon the dealer as well 
as upon the purchaser by this section? 

Mr. DODD. If the dealer sold in viola
tion of the State law, it would be a viola
tion of the State law. That is correct. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senator from South Carolina, 
I ask unanimous consent that the sec
tion-by-section analysis of section 922 
(b), which is found on page 114 of the 
committee report, be printed at this pbint 

. in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the analysis 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Section 922(b) contains prohibitions ap
plicable only to licensees-These prohibitions 
go to intrastate, as well as interstate, transac
tions by licensees 

Section 922(b) (1).-The sale by a licensee 
of any firearm, other than a shotgun or rifle, 
to anyone less than 21 years old is prohibited. 
The prohibition would usually be concerned 
with over-the-counter sales but would also be 
involved in intrastate mail-order sales. There 
is no comparable restriction in the. present 
Federal Firearms Act. 

Section 922(b) (2) .-This paragraph was 
designed to implement State and local fire
arms controls by making it unlawful for a 
licensee to deliver any firearm to an un
licensed person with reasonable cause to be
lieve the receipt or possession of the weapon 
would be in violation of State or local law. 
Again, this control measure is directed pri
marily toward over-the-counter sales but 
would also be applicable to all sales. There is 
no comparable provision in the present Fed
eral Firearms Act. 

Section 922(b) (3) .-Under this paragraph, 
it would be unlawful for a licensee to sell a 
firearm, other than a rifle or shotgun, to an 
out-of-State unlicensed resident. Shotguns 
or rifles could be sold over-the-counter or 
mail-order to out-of-State residents. This 
prohibition implements the strict controls 
over the interstate movements of pistols and 
revolvers in section 922(a) (2) as contained in 
the title. It also is designed to prevent the 
avoidance of State and local laws controlling 
firearms other than rifles and shotguns by 
the simple expediency of crossing a State 
line to purchase one. There is no comparable 
provision in the present Federal Firearms 
Act. 

Section 922(b) (4) .-A licensee is pro
hibited from disposing of a destructive de
vice or a national act weapon (gangster-type) 
to any unlicensed person unless that person 
has a statement executed by the principal 
law enforcement omcer of the locality where 
the unlicensed person resides. The statement 
is required to be maintained as part of the 
records of the licensee. This prohibition is 
directed to over-the-counter sales and may 
be applied to intrastate mail-order sales. The 
present Federal Firearms Act has no similar 
provision. 

Section 922 (b) (5) .-This paragraph makes 
it unlawful for a licensee to dispose of a fire
arm without making a record showing the 
name, age, and residence of the purchaser. 
Of course, this prohibition implements each 
of the controls imposed by the title. There 
is a somewhat similar provision in the present 
Federal Firearms Act (15 U.S.C. 903(d)). 

Section 922(c) .-This subsection prohibits 
a licensee from disposing of a firearm or 
ammunition to a fugitive, a felon, or one un
der indictment. A person who has been 
granted relief under section 925(c) is ex
cluded from the class of persons covered by 
this restriction. The prohibition here goes to 
all types of sales or dispositions--over-the
counter as well as mail order. The provisions 
of this subsection are similar to 15 U.S.C. 
902(d) of the present Federal Firearms Act 
but go further than that subsection in that 
over-the-counter sales are oov·ered. Also am
munition for destructive devices is included 
in the prohibition. 

Section 922(d) .-This subsection makes it 
unlawful for a common or contract carrier 
to transport or deliver any firearm in inter
state or foreign commerce with knowledge 
that its transportation or receipt would be 
in violation of any provision of the title. 
Present law has no specific restri.ctions on 
common or contract carriers. However, 15 
U.S.C. 902(d) through (1) of the present 
Federal Firearms Act could be applied to car
riers in proper factual situations . 

Section 922(e) .-This subsection prohibits 
a felon, fugitive, or one under indictment 
from shipping a firearm or ammunition in 
interstate or foreign commerce. The same 
prohibition is contained in 15 U.S.C. 902(e) 
of the present Federal Firearms Act except 
that ammunition for a destructive device is 
not covered. 
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Section 922(1) .-This subsection makes it 

unlawful for a felon, fugitive, or one under 
indictment to receive a firearm or ammuni
tion which has been shipped or transported 
in interstate or foreign commerce. The pres
ent Federal Firearms Act (15 U.S.C. 902(f)) 
contains a similar prohibition. However, a 
person under indictment is added by this 
subsection to the class of persons restricted 
from receiving firearms, the pr-esumption in 
15 U.S.C. 902(f) is not carried over into this 
subsection, and the restriction in the present 
F1ederal Firearms Act does not go to ammuni
tion for destructive devices. 

Section 922(g) .-This subsection makes it 
a crime to transport a stolen firearm or 
ammunition in interstate or foreign com
merce knowing either was stolen. Thi·s sub
section follows 15 U.S.C. 902(g) of the present 
Federal Firearms Act except that it covers 
ammunition for destructive devices rather 
than pistol and revolver ammunition. 

Section 922(h) .-This subsection prohibits 
any person from receiving, etc., any stolen 
firearm or ammunition "moving as", etc., in 
interstate or foreign commerce. This pro
hibition is a modified form of the restriction 
in 15 U.S.C. 902(h) of the present Federal 
Firearms Act but the restriction would go to 
ammunition for destructive devices rather 
than pistol and revolver ammunition. 

Section 922(i) .-This subsection makes it 
unlawful for any person knowingly to ship 
or receive in interstate or foreign commerce 
any firearm having the serial number re
moved or altered. This prohibition is found 
in 15 U.S.C. 902(i) of the present Federal 
Firearms Act except that the presumption 
would not be carried over. 

Section 922 (1) .-This subsectl.:on is related 
to section 925(d) as contained in the title 
whioh authorizes the importation of fire
arms upon meeting state conditions prece
dent. The subsection makes it unlawful to 
import a firearm in violation of section 
925(d) as contained in the title or knowlingly 
receive any firearm unlawfully imported un
der tha.t section. The present Federal Fire
arms Act contains no comparable prohibi
tion. 

Section 922(k) .-This subsection makes it 
unlawful for a licensee to falsify records, to 
fail to make record entries or to fail to main
tain records required. The present Federal 
Firearms Act requires records in 15 U.S.C. 
903(d). However, this prohibition, coupled 
with the more detailed record requirements 
in section 923(d) as con.tained in the title, 
goes further than reqUlremen ts in the pre
sent Federal Firearms Act. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, subpara
graph (1) says that it is unlawful for any 
dealer to sell any firearms to any person 
under 21. If the buyer presents false 
identification to the dealer to the effect 
that he is 21 when he in fact is under 
age, is the dealer, if he makes the sale, 
criminally liable? 

Mr. DODD. The dealer would have to 
do it knowingly. Under the language of 
the title, the dealer would have to know 
or have reasonable cause to believe. 

Mr. HANSEN. He would not be crimi
nally liable unless he did it knowing that 
the person was underage. Does not the 
language say: "Knows or has reasonable 
cause to believe--?" 

Mr. DODD. The Senator is correct. I 
think the exact language reads: 

It shall be unlawful for any licensed im
porter, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell or deliver any firearm to any 
individual who the licensee knows or has 
reasonable cause to believe is less than 21 
years of age, if the firearm is other than a 
shot gun or rifle. 

That is section 922(b) (1). 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, antic!-

pating possibly that the Senator might 
have responded in the negative, which 
he did not, since he gave a qualified re
sponse to the e1Iect that there would be 
no criminal responsibility unless he knew 
or had reasonable cause to believe that 
the purchaser was under 21 years of age, 
I am not certain how germane the next 
question is. However, since the question 
has been prepared by the Senator from 
South Carolina, I feel that I should ask 
it. 

Would the fact that the person pre
senting false information had the ap
pearance of a 16-year-old negate the 
presentation of false identification to the 
dealer? 

Mr. DODD. I should think that would 
be a matter for the court to determine. 
The person might look less than 16 to one 
person and not to another. 

My answer would have to be that that 
would be a question of fact. 

Mr. HANSEN. In other words, would 
the youthful appearance of the pur
chaser constitute "reasonable cause to 
believe" that the person iR less than 21? 

Mr. DODD. Obviously, if a purchaser 
came in wearing rompers or in a kiddie 
cart, I would expect that would be 
reasonable cause to believe that he was 
under 21. However, again these are cir
cumstances to be considered. 

I am not trying to evade a direct 
answer. 

In some cases that would be patently 
true. In others, it might be a pretty close 
question. However, the first part of the 
question would relate to making him 
criminally liable. It relates to what I 
have said. He should know. He should try 
to find out. That is all this section means. 

Mr. HANSEN. How does an over-the
counter dealer comply with provisions of 
section 922 (b) (2) if the purchaser who 
attempts to buy a gun over the counter 
is not from the same locality as the 
dealer? 

Mr. DODD. Under the regulations 
promulgated by the Treasury Depart
ment, forms would be prepared and dis
seminated to licensees. These forms 
would have to be completed with respect 
to each gun sale. The form would in
clude, I would presume, the name, age, 
and address of the purchaser and the 
statement that he is not a felon or 
fugitive or under indictment and that 
he is eligible under State and local law to 
purchase or possess a gun. 

He would be required in addition, in 
my judgment, to establish his identifica
tion from the usual forms of identifica
tion--credit cards, automobile license, 
social security card, or any reasonable 
identification. 

I know that those items can be forged 
and faked. 

Mr. HANSEN. If the dealer is in Los 
Angeles and the prospective purchaser 
comes into the shop and says he is from 
San Francisco, Sacramento, or elsewhere 
in the State of California, is the Los 
Angeles dealer charged with respensi
bility of knowing the applicable ordi
nances of these other localities? 

Mr. DODD. I think he is. As I under
stand title IV, he is responsible. He 
should know. 

Mr. HANSEN. If, in fact, it would be 
a violation for a dealer in Los Angeles to 

sell the firearm to a purchaser from San 
Francisco because the sale would be in 
violation of the San Francisco ordinance. 
then the Los Angeles dealer would be 
criminally liable, would he not? 

Mr. DODD. If he knew. that is correct. 
And he should know. It is encumbent 
upon him to learn. And if he were to go 
ahead and do it anyway, he would then 
be clearly in violation of the law. I do 
not see how else it could be. If he did it 
knowingly or had reason to believe that 
the sale was prohibited in San Francisco, 
then I would say that under the law he 
would be liable. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, how can 
an over-the-counter dealer assume the 
risk for selling a gun to any purchaser 
who is not from his locality? 

Mr. DODD. By making due and dili
gent inquiry as to his identification and 
the fact that he is a resident of the State. 

Mr. HANSEN. What can he do to verify 
the essential facts of the transaction? 

Mr. DODD. That he is 21, that he lives 
at such and such an address, that he is 
not a felon or a fugitive. 

As I have said, the identification as to 
name, age, and address should not be 
too difficult. Most people have something 
they carry. He must inquire as to the 
status of the person with respect to be
ing a fugitive or a felon, a convict. 

Mr. HANSEN. There is no provision 
in title IV for the purchaser to submit 
a sworn statement or affidavit, is there? 

Mr. DODD. There is no requirement of 
affidavit. 

Mr. HANSEN. There is no requirement 
for a police check. What can the dealer 
do to protect himself from Federal crim
inal liability? 

Mr. DODD. He can do just what I an
swered a few minutes ago. He should find 
out if the fellow is a fugitive or a convict 
by reasonable inquiry. 

Mr. HANSEN. Senator THURMOND con
tinues with his statement: "It certainly 
seems that it would be better to provide 
some type of protection for the dealer, 
preferably a sworn statement which 
could be confirmed by a local police 
officer." 

Mr. DODD. A sworn statement and an 
affidavit are terms that are used almost 
interchangeably, and I believe they are 
different. At least, in my State they are. 
An affidavit must be notarized. Anyone 
can say, "I swear that this is true," but 
I do not believe it has the effect of a 
notarized affidavit. In any event, I am 
not adverse to requiring a notarized affi
davit in addition to the other require
ments. I thought it would be too burden
some on the party. But if that is what 
the Senator desires to do, I would not 
find it objectionable. 

The Senator is speaking of both peo
ple residing in the same State? I believe 
all the questions dealt with people in 
the same State. 

There is no other proposal before th£ 
Senate that would control this type of 
sale. I do not know whether that is par
ticularly responsive to the question, but 
it may be helpful. 

Mr. HANSEN. Senator THURMOND'S 
statement continues: "Section 922(b) (3) 
of title IV prohibits over-the-counter 
sales of handguns to out-of-State resi
dents, but a dealer can sell a long gun 
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to an out-of-State resident. There is an 
identical provision in Amendment No. 
90-is that not true?" 

Mr. DODD. I do not believe so, but I 
believe Senator THURMOND is making ref
erence to Senator HRUSKA's bill. I do not 
recall the number offhand. I believe it 
is No. 708. 

Mr. HANSEN. I am sorry I cannot be 
more helpful. I am only reading what 
is written here. 

Mr. DODD. My answer is that I do not 
know. I am not familiar with that. 

Mr. HANSEN. The next statement is 
this: "But the dealer who sells a long 
gun to out-of-State residents must meet 
the requirements of seotion 922(b) (2). 
Is that not correct?" 

Mr. DODD. Yes. The Senator is talk
ing about the sale of a long gun to an 
out-of-State resident, and what does the 
Senator ask? 

Mr. HANSEN. The statement reads: 
"But the dealer who sells a long gun to 
out-of-State residents must meet there
quirements of section 922(b) (2) ."Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. DODD. Yes, I would say so. Sec
tion (2) reads: 

(2) any firearm to any person who the 
licensee knows or has reasonable cause to 
believe is not lawfully entitled to receive or 
possess such firearm by reason by any State 
or local law, regulation, or ordinance appli
cable at the place of sale, delivery, or other 
disposition of the firearm. 

He would be prohibited, under this 
language, if he knew or had reasonable 
cause to believe that the possession of 
such firearm in the place where the 
buyer resided was unlawful but only in 
the case of the dealer shipping the fire
arm into the purchaser's State. 

The section before that reads: 
(1) any firearm to any individual who the 

licensee knows or has reasonable cause to 
believe is less than twenty-one years of age, 
if the firearm is other than a shotgun or 
rifle. 

Mr. HANSEN. But what can the dealer 
do to protect himself from Federal crim
inal liability if in fact the prospective 
purchaser is in violation of a State law 
or local ordinance of some other juris
diction when he attempts to buy the 
long gun? 

Mr. DODD. I assume he would have 
to do the things that any reasonable 
man would have to do. As was said about 
other questions, due diligence would 
have to be exercised to determine whom 
he represented himself to be, that he 
lived where he said he did, that his age 
was what he alleged it to be, and that the 
laws of the place where he resided did 
not prohibit it. 

Mr. HANSEN. Senator THURMOND 
then makes some statements, and I 
believe he would invite your comment on 
them. He says: "It is my strong feeling 
that it would be better to provide a more 
tangible means of protection for honest 
dealers. We must keep in mind that 
many hardened criminals will not hesi
tate to purchase a gun in violation of 
the law and that a few unscrupulous 
dealers will not hesitate to sell to crimi
nals. However, I am concerned about the 
possible hidden dangers of this bill for 
the honest dealer who, under§ 922(b) (2) 

must now be responsible to thousands of 
local ordinances." 

Mr. DODD. The best I can say about 
that-and I do not wish to be overly 
critical-is that if the dealer does this 
knowingly or with reasonable cause to 
believe that it is illegal, then he is liable. 

Mr. HANSEN. Is it not true that the 
same type of burden will be placed 
on mail-order dealers of all firearms, 
whether they sell through interstate or 
intrastate commerce? 

Mr. DODD. The same type of--
Mr. HANSEN. The same type of 

burden. 
Mr. DODD. Well, interstate selling of 

handguns is altogether forbidden. So 
this is a different situation from the sale 
of the long guns, which is not forbidden, 
except to certain persons. 

Mr. HANSEN. How can a dealer from 
Los Angeles check the essential facts 
surrounding a purchase order from an 
individual elsewhere in the State of 
California? 

Mr. DODD. The same way I suppose I 
would if I were a dealer. I would find out. 
In California there is a uniform law, so 
that would not be difficult there. There 
could be States where it would pose more 
of a problem, but, happily, California has 
a uniform law. 

Mr. HANSEN. Again, there is no pro
vision for a sworn statement or a police 
check is there? 

Mr. DODD. In the case of intrastate? 
Mr. HANSEN. Intrastate. 
Mr. DODD. No. 
Mr. HANSEN. What if, in fact, the 

prospective purchaser is a convicted 
felon or narcotic addict or is in some 
other way barred by operation of Federal 
or State law or local ordinance from 
purchasing the gun? What can the 
dealer do to protect himself from Federal 
liability? 

Mr. DODD. Check up on the person 
before he sells him the gun. He is right 
in his own State. But this is not an abso
lute requirement. 

This language was written into the 
proposal to get at clear violations where 
they are easily ascertained. 

Mr. HANSEN. For purposes of clarifi
cation only-and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] did not ask 
this question but I wish to make further 
inquiry-would it be the Senator's judg
ment that there would be a responsibil
ity and a burden upon a dealer to ascer
tain as best he oould-without benefit of 
a sworn statement from the buyer or a 
check by the buyer's local police-that 
any prospective purchaser was not a con
victed felon nor a narcotic addict? 

Mr. DODD. Yes, and they are required 
to do it now under existing law, although 
I do not think they do. It is practically 
unenforced with respect to mail-order 
traffic. It is written in the law, but it is 
breached more than it is observed. · 

Mr. HANSEN. The final question by 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND] is as follows: "Won't the 
net effect of these burdens on over-the
counter and mail-order dealers, if vig-
orously enforced, tend to put them in 
jail or drive all of them out of business?" 

Mr. DODD. No, I do not think so at 
all. It will clean out what I call fringe 
operators and really not affect genuine 

businessmen who sell guns. I think it 
would help to get people out who should 
not be in the business anyway. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Senator, 
and I yield the :ft:oor. 

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator for 
his questions. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the bill 
under consideration was originally pre
sented to us by the administration, but it 
has changed form substantially, and I 
do not think that it can now be accurate
ly labeled an administration measure. In 
any case, the Nation's No. 1 internal 
problem-lawlessness-is hardly the 
property of any political party. It is a bi
partisan issue, and the bill we have be
fore us is a bipartisan attempt to con
front such lawlessness head on and to 
bring it completely under control. 

Members on both sides of the aisle to
day recognize the serious situation in 
which we now find ourselves-an appar
ent breakdown of the system of law and 
order which has been the basic condition 
for progress and prosperity in this coun
try. Acknowledging this, I may perhaps 
be forgiven for recalling the, shall we 
say, lack of seriousness, with which the 
so-called crime in the streets issue was 
greeted by many of my friends in the 
other party when it was first introduced 
into the national election in 1964. We 
were told by many at that time that 
street orime was hardly a concern of the 
Federal Government. 

It soon became apparent, however. 
that anything which causes such wide
spread anxiety as the crime problem 
cannot escape becoming a concern of 
the Federal Government. The anxiety 
stems from a perception, in many parts 
of the country, that matters are out of 
control-that they are beyond the capac
ities of the local law enforcement au
thorities. As has become seemingly in
evitable when such a thing happens, the 
public then looks to the Federal Govern
ment for heLp. Although many of us may 
find this an unfortunate state of affairs, 
we should remember that in view of the 
enormous slice of the tax dollar appro
priated by the Federal Government it is 
not a surprising one. 

Until the 1964 election, official Wash
ington was interested in the crime prob
lem only in the cases of organized crime, 
corrupt labor and management practices. 
antitrust violations, and so forth, or spe
cial kinds of crimes which had been 
made subject to Federal jurisdiction. 
Since 1964, Congress has been the bene
ficiary of an annual presidential crime 
message. 

I am not complaining about the ad
ministration's obvious interest in the 
crime problem, Mr. President. To the, 
contrary, I find it highly gratifying. And 
I have no doubt whatsoever that Repub
lican Members of Congress will fully sup
port any administration efforts to solve
this problem which are constitutional. 
and consistent with those basic prin
ciples of government to which our party 
is committed. 

This bill which we are oonsidering to
day is without question the most impor
tant feature of the administration's over-, 
all anticrime program, which, if I recall 
correctly, consists this year of a number· 
of points. The main thrust of this meas-, 
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ure is, of course, Federal financial aid for 
local law enforcement agencies, a prin
ciple I heartily endorse so long as the 
method of channeling such aid does not 
create dangers which I would think we 
all wish to avoid. 

Ideally, I would prefer that the States 
and local communities can handle their 
own law enforcement problems without 
financial assistance from the Federal 
Government. However, when we face a 
situation which so urgently demands at
tention as that confronting the police 
today, we must be realistic and not in
dulge in wishful thinking. So long as 
Washington takes the lion's share of the 
Nation's tax money, it is only reasonable 
that the smaller units of government be 
assisted in this most important matter. 

Let us make no mistake about it, a 
crisis has indeed hit America's law en
forcement agencies. They have generally 
been doing an excellent job, but they are 
simply not in a position to cope with 
the overwhelming increase in crime and 
disorder that has been developing at a 
staggering rate of increase since World 
War II, particularly in our present dec
ade. They are, for the most part, woefully 
undermanned. They lack money, and 
they lack resources for training and tech
nical improvements. Something has to 
be done now, and our Federal Govern
ment is the operation most able to assist 
them under present circumstances. 

I therefore view the assistance pro
gram provided by this bill as necessary, 
though we must of course guard against 
possible adverse effects. This bill is nec
essary because there is no alternative. 
As for any possible adverse effects, I 
think that we can minimize them if we 
select the proper means of administra
tion. The bill as reported out of com
mittee most certainly does not provide 
the proper means. 

As the House bill came over to us, 
grants were to be in block form to the 
States, which would in turn be respon
sible for administering the program. This 
approach, I believe, is a sound one-
much sounder than that presented to us 
by the Senate Judiciary Committee--an 
approach which would, in effect, I fear, 
give the Attorney General virtually all 
of the discretionary grantmaking au
thority. 

Mr. President, if there ever was an area 
in which a grant program should not be 
controlled by Washington, this is it. 
Surely there are few who do not instinc
tively recoil at the thought of a national 
police force. I am fearful that this bill, as 
approved by the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee, may well head us down that road 
towards such a national police force. We 
have, by this time, certainly had enough 
experience with grant programs to know 
that the agency which controls the flow 
of money also has great power over the 
operations of the recipient. We all know 
how this process works, Mr. President. A 
local or State agency expands its pro
gram because of the availability oi Fed
eral funds. Staff is increased, and com
mitments are made. At that point, the 
agency is, to say the least, somewhat vul
nerable to suggestions or, perhaps even 
demands, made by the source of the extra 
funds. It is very hard, if not impossible, 
in such a case for the local agency not 

to adhere to those suggestions or de
mands. 

Now S. 917, as it came from the admin
istration, gave complete authority in ad
ministering these grants to the Attorney 
General or his designees. Certainly the 
Congress should never go along with 
such a dangerous approach, and, indeed, 
the other Chamber rose up and demon
strated that it was aware of the dangers 
in this approach. They rewrote the bill 
to lodge primary authority for adminis
tering the grants in the States. I know 
our own Criminal Laws and Procedures 
Subcommittee was also concerned with 
the prospect of an Attorney General call
ing the shots for the Nation's police 
forces, and, in the bill the subcommittee 
sent to the full Judiciary Committee, the 
subcommittee at least took a compromise 
approach which would have removed this 
power from the Attorney General. The 
subcommittee bill called for a three-man 
board with minority representation to 
administer the grant program-com
posed of ''independent" members. 

The bill which the full committee has 
sent us retains the three-man board pro
vision, Mr. President, but completely 
omits the word "independent"; and so 
there is nothing, so far as I can see, which 
would prevent these board members from 
being taken from the Justice Department 
staff or at le~t selected by the Depart
ment. Indeed, it scarcely matters, since 
the board is explicitly made subject to 
the final authority of the Attorney Gen
eral. So, if I have any understanding of 
the matter at all, the committee bill in 
this respect does not substantially differ 
from the bill drafted by the Justice De
partment and sent up to us last year. 

Mr. President, we should all give care
ful consideration to the consequences of 
giving control of this grant program, a 
program which promises to expand with 
the years, to the chief Federal law en
forcement officer. We have seen what 
has happened in the case of the medi
care program, the Hill-Burton program, 
the education assistance program, and a 
great variety of other grant programs 
administered directly by the Federal 
Government. The pattern has repeated 
itself over and over again. We are always 
given assurances by administration 
spokesmen that aid will not lead to inter
ference, but the inevitable guidelines al
ways have a way of cropping up. 

The lamentable part of it, Mr. Presi
dent, is that in most instances these ad
ministration people who give us their 
solemn assurances really believe what 
they tell us. All they want to do, quite 
often, is to give out money in order that 
a problem can be solved. I do not accuse 
them of bad faith-it is simply that the 
process itself is, to at least some extent, 
inevitable. People who dole out money 
want to have some say-so about how it 
is to be spent; and of course they have 
their own ideas about what is right and 
what is wrong-ideas which may be con
siderably different from those prevalent 
in the community where the money is to 
be used. 

I am in favor of giving aid to the 
country's policemen. I do not think we 
have any alternative. But if guidelines 
for using that aid are going to be set, if 
the conduct of police agencies is going 

to be closely scrutinized by some bureau 
which controls a substantial amount of 
the operating funds on which the police 
agencies are counting, I say let those 
guidelines and that scrutiny come from 
a State level, a level relatively close to 
the communities which the agencies 
serve. 

Mr. President, as I have noted, I have 
grave reservations about the Justice De
partment becoming the police arbiter 
of the Nation, most particularly under 
the leadership of the present Attorney 
General, although I wish to make clear 
my very high regard for the Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and for the splendid job which he has 
accomplished in building that strong 
and essential arm of Federal law en
forcement. In any event, no matter how 
excellent any given official might be or 
how well we might feel that he himself 
could do the job of administering or of 
advising on the administration of a 
grant program, we have to consider that 
in the future there will be new and dif
ferent faces in these high positions. Con
gress should never, in any event, leg
islate with an eye to the personalities 
in office at the time. What we write into 
law will be executed by many and di
verse individuals in the years ahead. 

There is no question that we must 
write a law. There is no question that 
this law must provide financial as well as 
other assistance to the Nation's police. 
In the last 7 years, America's population 
increased 10 percent, and the number of 
major crimes increased 88 percent. No 
country can stand such a state of affairs 
for very long. No matter what the rea
sons for this development--poverty, mo
bility, urbanization, the decline of old 
standards of conduct--no matter what 
these reasons may be, something has to 
be done to prevent this land from falling 
into a state of anarchy. If such should 
happen, then all of the other fine aspects 
of the American dream would become 
irrelevant. 

Along with, and, in many instances, 
because of, the spiralling crime rate, the 
police departments throughout the coun
try have been faced with an increasingly 
sharp recruiting problem. Unless we do 
everything possible to dispel that prob
lem, we face the unthinkable possibility 
of a Nation without police. There can be 
no doubt that even the approach of such 
a situation would drive us straight into 
the arms of a dictatorship. When law 
and order break down, Mr. President, 
people will turn to the first strong man 
who gives promise of restoring it. It 
would be folly for us to pretend that it 
cannot happen here. 

It is for all these pressing reasons that 
I support the principle embodied in S. 
917. However, as I have noted, I believe 
that it would be far better to lodge au
thority for administering this aid in the 
States. 

MEDALS IN COMMEMORATION OF 
THE lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
COMPLETION OF THE FffiST 
TRANSCONTINENTAL RAILROAD 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Chair lay before 
the Senate a message from the House on 
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S. 1909. The matter has been cleared 
with the majority and minority leaders. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill <S. 
1909) to provide for the striking of 
medals in commemoration of the 100th 
anniversary of the completion of the first 
transcontinental railroad, which were, 
on page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out "Na
tional Golden Spike Society, Box Elder 
County, Utah," and insert "Golden Spike 
Centennial Celebration Commission, 
Washington, D.C.,". 

On page 2, lines 4 and 5, strike out 
"Utah Golden Spike Centennial Com
mission" and insert "Golden Spike Cen
tennial Celebration Commission". 

On page 2, line 7, strike out "National 
Golden Spike Society" and insert "Gold
en Spike Centennial Celebration Com
mission". 

On page 3, lines 1 and 2, strike out 
"Utah Golden Spike Centennial Commis
sion" and insert "Golden Spike Centen
nial Celebration Commission". 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate concur in the amendments of 
the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

STUDY OF COMPENSATION SYSTEM 
FOR MOTOR VEHICLE ACCIDENT 
LOSSES 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Chair lay before the Senate a message 
from the House on Senate Joint Resolu
tion 129. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the joint 
resolution <S.J. Res. 129) to authorize 
the Secretary of Transportation to con
duct a comprehensive study and investi
gation of the existing compensation sys
tem for motor vehicle accident losses, and 
for other purposes, which was, strike out 
all after the resolving clause and insert: 

That (a) the Secretary of Transportation 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Secretary"), 
in cooperation with those other Federal agen
cies which possess relevant competencies, as 
provided in section 4, is authorized and di
rected to conduct a comprehensive study 
and investigation of all relevant aspects of 
the eXisting motor vehicle accident compen
sation system. Such study and investigation 
shall include consideration of the follow
ing-

( 1) the inadequacies of such existing com
pensation system in theory and practice; 

(2) the public policy objectives to be 
realized by such a system, including an 
analysis of the costs and benefits, both mone
tary and otherwise; and 

(3) the most effective means for realizing 
such objectives. 

(4) The oftentimes arbitrary and capri
cious cancellation or refusal to renew auto
mobile insurance policies or the refusal to 
issue such policies without stated cause, 

( 5) The constant and costly increases in 
premiums for automobile insurance, 

(6) The disparity between the amounts 
paid as premiums and the amounts paid out 
for claims, 

(7) The frequent insolvencies of companies 
engaged in providing automobile insurance, 

(8) Long delays in processing and paying 
claims arising out of motor vehicle accidents, 
and 

(9) The efficiency and adequacy of present 
State insurance regulatory institutions. 

(b) The Secretary shall submit to the 
President and to the Congress interim re
ports from time to time and a final report 
not later than twenty-four months after the 
date of enactment of this joint resolution. 
Such final report shall contain a detailed 
statement of the findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations of the Secretary, and may 
propose such legislation or other action as 
the Secretary considers necessary to carry 
out his recommendations. 

ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS 

SEc. 2. In order to carry out his functions 
under this joint resolution, the Secretary is 
authorized te>--

(1) appoint and fix the compensation of 
such employees as he deems necessary with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointment in the 
competitive service and without regard to 
the provisions of chlllpter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay rates; 

(2) obtain the services of experts and con
sul tan ts in accordance with the provisions 
of section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, 
but at rates for individuals n9t to exceed 
$100 per diem; 

(3) enter into contracts with corporations, 
business firms, institutions, and individuals 
for the conduct of research and surveys and 
the preparation of reports; and 

(4) appoint, without regard to the pro
visions of title 5, United States Code, gov
erning appointments in the competitive 
services, such advisory committees, repre
sentative of the divergent interests involved, 
as he deems appropriate for the purpose of 
consultation with and advice to the Sec
retary. 
Members of advisory committees appointed 
under paragraph (4) of this section, other 
than those regularly employed by the Fed
eral Government, while attending meetings 
of such committees or otherwise serving at 
the request of the Secretary, may be com
pensated at rates to be fixed by the Secretary 
but not exceeding $100 per day, and while 
away from home or regular place of business 
they may be allowed travel expenses, includ
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, as au
thorized by section 5703 of title 5, United 
States Code, for persons in the Government 
service employed intermittently. Members of 
such advisory committees shall, for the pur
poses of chapter 11, title 18, United States 
Code, be deemed to be special Government 
employees. 

COOPERATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES 

SEc. 3. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
request from any department, agency, or in
dependent instrumentality of the Govern
ment any information he deems necessary to 
carry out his functions under this joint reso
lution; and each such department, agency, 
or independent instrumentality is authorized 
and directed to cooperate with the Secretary 
and to furnish such information to the 
Department of Transportation upon request 
made by the Secretary. 

(b) The head of any Federal department, 
agency, or independent instrumentality is 
authorized to detail, on a reimbursable basis, 
any personnel of such department, agency, or 
independent instrumentality to assist in car
rying out the duties of the Secretary under 
this joint resolution. 

INTERAGENCY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

SEC. 4. The President shall appoint an In
teragency Advisory Committee on Compen
sation for Motor Vehicle Accident Losses con
sisting of the Secretary who shall be Chair
man and one representative each of the De
partments of Commerce, Justice, Labor, 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and Housing 
and Urban Development, the Federal Trade 
Commission, the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, and the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, and such other Federal agen
cies as are designated by the President. Such 

members shall, to the extent possible, be per
sons knowledgeable in the field of compensa
tion for motor vehicle accident losses. The 
Advisory Committee shall advise the Secre
tary on the preparation for and the conduct 
of the study authorized by this joint resolu
tion. 

HEARINGS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENT 
EVIDENCE 

SEc. 5. (a) For the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of this joint resolution the 
Secretary, or on the authorization of the 
Secretary any officer or employee of the De
partment of Transportation, may hold such 
hearings, take such testimony, sit and act 
at such times and places, administer such 
oaths, and require, by subpena or otherwise, 
the attendance and testimony of such wit
nesses and the production of such books, 
papers, correspondence, memorandums, con
tracts, agreements, or other records as the 
Secretary, or such officer or employee, deems 
advisable. 

(b) In order to carry out the provisions 
of this joint resolution, the Secretary or his 
duly authorized agent shall at all reasonable 
times have access to, and for the purposes 
of examination the right to copy, any docu
mentary evidence of any corporation, busi
ness firm, institution, or individual having 
materials or information relevant to the 
study authorized by this joint resolution. 

(c) The Secretary is authorized to require, 
by general or special orders, any corporation, 
business firm, or individual or any class of 
such corporation, firms, or individuals to file, 
in such form as the Secretary may prescribe, 
reports or answers in writing to specific 
questions relating to the study authorized by 
this joint resolution. Such reports and an
swers shall be made under oath or otherwise, 
and shall be filed with the Secretary within 
such reasonable period as the Secretary may 
prescribe. 

(d) Any of the district courts of the United 
States within the jurisdiction of Which an 
inquiry is carried on may, in case of con
tumacy CYr refusal to obey a subpena or or
der of the Secretary or such officer or em
ployee issued under subsection (a) or 
subsection (c) of this section, issue an order 
requiring compliance therewith; and any 
failure to obey such order of the court may be 
punished by such court as a contempt 
thereof. 

(e) Witnesses summoned pursuant to this 
section shall be paid the same fees and mile
age that are paid witnesses in the courts of 
the United States. 

(f) Any information which is reported to 
or otherwise obtained by the Secretary or 
such officer or employee under this section 
and which contains or relates to a trade 
secret or other matter referred to in section 
1905 of title 18 of the United States Code, 
shall not be disclosed except to other officers 
or employees of the Federal Government for 
their use in carrying out this joint resolution. 
Nothing in the preceding sentence shall au
thorize the withholding of information by 
the Secretary (or any officer or employee un
der his control) from the duly authorized 
committees of the Congress. 

TERMINATION 

SEc. 6. The authority of the Secretary un
der this joint resolution shall terminate 
ninety days after the submission of his final 
report under subsection (b) of the first sec
tion. 

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED 

SEC, 7. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, without fiscal year limitation, 
suoh sums, not to exceed $2,000,000, as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of 
this joinrt resolution. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I move that the Senate concur in 
the amendment of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
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question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from West Virginia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

REMOVAL OF CERTAIN LIMITA
TIONS ON OCEAN CRUISES 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate ames
sage from the House of Representatives 
on H.R. 12639. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disagreement to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 12639) to remove 
certain limitations on ocean cruises, and 
requesting a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I move that the Sen
ate insist upon its amendments and 
agree to the request of the House for a 
conference, and that the Chair be au
thorized to appoint the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MAG
NUSON, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
COTTON, and Mr. GRIFFIN conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

MODIFICATION OF ORDER RECOG
NIZING CERTAIN SENATORS TO
MORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
previous order recognizing the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MoRTON] immediately upon the conclu
sion of the prayer and disposition of the 
Journal tomorrow be vacated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PERCY in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
able majority leader be recognized for 15 
minutes tomorrow following the prayer 
and the disposition of the reading of the 
Journal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
previous agreement under which the var
ious Senators, including the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. MoRTON], were to 
be recognized tomorrow, be reinstated 
following the completion of the state
ment by the able majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, as I understand it, tomorrow the 
Senate will come in at 11 o'clock follow
ing a recess today; that after the prayer 
and disposition of the Journal, the able 
majority leader will be recognized for 
15 minutes; that he will be followed by 
the able Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MoRTON] for 15 minutes; that he will 
be followed by the Senator from Connect
icut [Mr. Donn] for 1 hour; that he will 
be followed by the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] for a 
period of 2 hours; that he will be followed 
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 

HRUSKA] for 1 hour; that he will be fol
lowed by the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] for 1 hour; 
and that he will be followed by the dis
tinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CHURCH] for 1 hour. 

Mr. President, is that understanding 
correct as to the previous agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there 
be a brief period for the transaction of 
routine business, and that statements be 
limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The Presiding Officer laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
REPORT OF TITLE I AGREEMENTS UNDER THE 

AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND As
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954 
A letter from the Administrator, Foreign 

Agricultural Service, United States Depart
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report of agreements signed under 
Public Law 480 in March and April 1968 for 
use of foreign currencies (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. 
REPORT OF FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS PROGRAM 

EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES, CIVIL DEFENSE 
A letter from the Acting Director, Office of 

Civil Defense, Office of the Secretary of the 
Army, reporting, pursuant to law, on the 
Federal contributions program, equipment 
and facilities , for the quarter ended March 
31, 1968; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

PROPOSED FACILITIES PROJECTS FOR 
Am FORCE RESERVE 

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre
tary of Defense (Properties and Installa
tions), transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
location, nature, and estimated cost of cer
tain facilities projects proposed to be under
taken for the Air Force Reserve (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

REPoRTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the need for certain im
provements in the administration of the For
eign Service Institute dated May 7, 1968 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, reporting, pursuant to 
law, a report of the examination of the fi
nancial statements of the Saint Lawrence 
Seaway Development Corporation for the cal
endar year 1966, Department of Transporta
tion, dated May 6, 1969 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND 

NATIONALITY ACT 
A letter from the Under Secretary of State, 

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend the Immigration and Nationality 
Act to facilitate the entry of certain non
immigrants into the United States, and for 

other purposes (with an accompanying pa
per); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 
without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 68. A concurrent resolution to 
print additional hearings on amendments to 
the Federal Firearms Act (Rept. No. 1108); 

S. Res. 276. A resolution authorizing addi
tional committee funds for the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare; 

S. Res. 277. A resolution authorizing the 
printing for the use of the Committee on 
Government Operations of additional copies 
of its hearings entitled "Riots, Civil and 
Criminal Disorders" (Rept. No. 1110); 

S. Res. 279. A resolution authorizing the 
printing of the report "Mineral and Water 
Resources of Montana" as a Senate document 
(Rept. No. 1104); 

S. Res. 280. A resolution authorizing the 
printing of additional copies of the commit
tee print entitled "Planning-Programing
Budgeting: Selected Comment" (Rept. No. 
1105); 

S. Res. 282. A resolution to print as a Sen
ate document a report by Senator ELLENDER 
entitled "Review of United States Govern
ment Operations in South Asia" (Rept. No. 
1107); 

S. Res. 285. A resolution to print as a Sen
ate document the annual report of the Na
tional Forest Reservation Commission (Rept. 
No. 1106); and 

H. Con. Res. 770. A concurrent resolution 
to authorize printing of updated pocket
size United States Constitution for Con
gressional distribution (Rept. No. 1109). 

By Mr. BARTLETI', from the Committee 
on Cominerce, without amendment: 

H.R. 14681. An act to declare a portion 
of Boston Inner Harbor and Fort Point 
Channel nonnavigable; Committee on Com
merce (Rept. No. 1113). 

By Mr. BARTLE'IT, from the Committee 
on Commerce, with an amendment: 

H.R. 15190. An act to amend sections 3 
and 4 of the act approved September 22, 
1964 (78 Stat. 990), providing for an .in
vestigation and study to determine a site 
for the construction of a sea-level canal 
connecting the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans 
(Rept. No. 1112). 

S. 3465-THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES ENFORCEMENT 
ACT-REPORT OF A COMMITTEE
MINORITY, INDIVIDUAL, AND SUP
PLEMENTAL VIEWS <S. REPT. NO. 
1111) 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President. from the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare, I report favorably an original bill 
(S. 3465) to further promote equal em
ployment opportunities of American 
workers, and I submit a report thereon. 
I ask unanimous consent that the report 
be printed, together with the minority 
views of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HILL J and the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. FANNIN], the individual views of 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY], 
and the supplemental views of the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. JAVITsJ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be received and the bill wm 
be placed on the calendar; and, without 
objection, the report will be printed, as 
requested by the Senator from Penn
sylvania. 
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REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF 

EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

Mr. MONRONEY from the Joint Con:
mittee on the Disposition of Papers m 
the Executive Departments, to which 
was referred for examination and recom
mendation a list of records, transmitted 
to the Senate by the Acting Archivist of 
the United States, dated April 26, 1968, 
that appeared to have no permanent 
value or historical interest, submitted a 
report thereon, pursuant to law. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BIBLE (by request) : 
s . 3456. A bill to provide that the prosecu

tion of the offenses of disorderly conduct and 
lewd, indecent, or obscene acts shall be con
duct ed in the name of and for the benefit of 
the District of Columbia; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
s. 3457. A bill for the relief of Capt. John 

H. Beaumont, U.S. Air Force Reserve; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CLARK : 
s. 3458. A bill for the relief of Natalie 

·Tomassini; to the Committee on the Judi
dary. 

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself and Mr. 
MONRONEY}: 

s. 3459. A bill to name the authorized lock 
.and dam numbered 17 on the Verdigris River 
in Oklahoma and the lake created thereby 
for Col. Auguste P. Chouteau; to the Com
mittee 01~ Public Works. 

s. 3460. A bill to designate certain lands .in 
the Wichita Mountains National Wildllfe 
Refuge in Oklahoma as wilderness; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HARRIS when 
he introduced the above bills, which appear 
under separate headings.) 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
s. 3461. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched

ules of the United States with respect to the 
tariff classification of invert or high-test 
molasses, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

s. 3462. A bill for the relief of Tommy Tung 
Ming Hall; and 

s. 3463. A bill for the relief of Tommy Kin 
Ip Leung; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HARTKE when he 
introduced the first above bill, which ap
pears under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. LONG of Missouri: 
s. 3464. A bill for the relief of Dr. Kenneth 

Siu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CLARK: 

s. 3465. A bill to further promote equal em
ployment opportunities of American work
ers; placed on the calendar. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CLARK when here
ported the above bill, which appear under the 
heading "Reports of Committees.") 

S. 3459-INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO 
NAME THE LOCK AND DAM NO. 17 
ON THE VERDIGRIS RIVER, OKLA., 
FOR COL. AUGUSTE P. CHOUTEAU 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I intro-

duce, for myself and Mr. MoNRONEY, a bill 
to authorize the renaming of lock and 
dam No. 17 on the Verdigris River in 
Oklahoma and the lake created thereby 
for Col. Auguste P. Chouteau. Also, Mr. 
President, I submit for the RECORD a con-

current resolution adopted by the Okla
homa Legislature memorializing mem
bers of the Oklahoma congressional 
delegation to introduce legislation, which 
I have just offered, to rename lock and 
dam No. 17, the Chouteau lock and dam, 
and I respectfully request that the con
current resolution by the Oklahoma 
State House of Representatives be print
ed in its entirety at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred ; and, without objection, the reso
lution of the Oklahoma State House of 
Representatives will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3459) to name the author
ized lock and dam No. 17 on the 
Verdigris River in Oklahoma and the 
lake created thereby for Col. Auguste P. 
Chouteau, introduced by Mr. HARRIS 
(for himself and Mr. MoNRONEY), was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Public Works. 

The concurrent resolution presented 
by Mr. HARRIS is as follows: 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 586 
A Concurrent Resolution memorializing 

members of the Oklahoma congressional 
delegation to the Congress of the United 
States to introduce legislation which will 
result in an official designation of a cer
tain lock and dam on the Verdigris River 
under construction near Okay, as part of 
the Arkansas River navigation project, as 
" Chouteau lock and dam"; and directing 
distributibn 
Whereas, the Arkansas River Navigation 

Project that is presently being constructed 
by the Tulsa District Corps of U.S. Engineers 
for the purpose of barge navigation of the 
Verdigris, Arkansas and Mississippi Rivers, 
and which operation will require the con
struction of a number of locks and dams; and 

Whereas, it requires legislation by Con
gress to rename a lock and dam, and Lock 
and Dam No. 17, four miles northwest of Okay 
on the Verdigris River in Wagoner County, 
has not yet been so designated by Congress; 
and 

Whereas, Col. Auguste P. Chouteau built a 
complete shipyard at the falls of the Verdigris 
River near the location of this lock and dam 
for the construction of large keel boats to 
transport hides and produce down the Verdi
gris, Arkansas and Mississippi Rivers to the 
New Orleans market that reached maximum 
shipment early in 1824; and 

Whereas, the Corps of Engineers has writ
ten a letter stating that they have no objec
tion to such designation by Congress and 
feel that in considering the known history of 
the area that the name "Chouteau Lock and 
Dam" be an appropriate name: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the second session of the thirty-first Ok~
homa Legislature, the Senate concurnng 
therein: 

Section 1. That members of the Oklahoma 
Congressional Delegation introduce legisla
tion in the Congress of the United States of
ficially designating Lock and Dam No. 17, now 
under construction on the Verdigris River as 
a part of the Arkansas River Navigation proj
ect, as "ChJuteau Lock and Dam" to honor 
the family who visioned the feasibility of 
navigation of these streams for commercial 
purposes and brought it to fruition. 

Section 2. That duly authenticated copies 
of this Resolution, after consideration and 
enrollment, shall be prepared for and sent 
to c. E. Chouteau, Oklahoma City, Okla
homa, and other known descendants of Jean 
Pierre Chouteau and Col. Auguste P . Chou
teau. 

S . 3460-INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO 
DESIGNATE CERTAIN LANDS IN 
THE WICHITA MOUNTAINS NA
TIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE IN 
OKLAHOMA AS WILDERNESS 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for myself and my colleague, ~r. 
MONRONEY, a bill to designate certam 
lands in the Wichita Mountains Wildlife 
Refuge in Oklahoma as wilderness areas. 

Mr. President, the Department of In
terior last year conducted hearings in 
Lawton, Okla., concerning a pro
posal to designate certain lands within 
the Wichita Mountains Wildlife Refuge 
as wilderness in order to assure the re
tention of these lands in their natural 
state. On the basis of recommendations 
made at the hearings, the Department of 
Interior has decided to designate as wil
derness areas some 8,900 acres within the 
boundaries of the Wichita Mountains 
Wildlife Refuge. These sections of the 
wildlife refuge afford excellent opportu
nities for scientific study and related ed
ucational activities, as well as for view
ing this portion of our State in its n~t
ural setting. The Wichita Mountams 
Wildlife Refuge is an outstanding rec
reational facility for the people of south
western Oklahoma and surrounding 
States and the establishment of a wil
derness area within the refuge will cer
tainly benefit large numbers of people 
who are interested in viewing the won
ders of nature completely void of man
made constructions. 

I would hope, Mr. President, that the 
bill can be enacted by the Senate with a 
minimum amount of delay. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill (S. 3460) to designate certain 
lands in the Wichita Mountains Na
tional Wildlife Refuge in Oklahoma as 
wilderness, introduced by Mr. HARRIS (for 
himself and Mr. MoNRONEY), was re
ceived read twice by its title, and re
ferred' to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

S. 3461-INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO 
CORRECT THE TARIFF SCHEDULE 
FOR INVERT MOLASSES 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am 

today introducing a bill which would 
amend item 155.40 of the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States by adding with
in that classification the words "and in
vert or high-test molasses." 

Under the Tariff Act of 1930 invert 
molasses was counted under this classi
fication. But it is not, strictly speaking, 
molasses--it was in that spot under the 
doctrine of similitude. It is not imported 
for human consumption or for the com
mercial extraction of sugar. 

The 1962 Tariff Classification Act did 
not make a special niche for this prod
uct, either. But it does carry a classifica
tion intended to be applicable to certain 
liquid sugars. As the tariff classification 
study on which the act was based makes 
clear, there was no intention to increase 
the duty on invert molasses. 

However, under the similitude doctrine 
it was possible for the CUstoms B.ureau 
to rule, and it has done so, that mvert 
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molasses belongs in the new items 155.30 
and 155.35-in short, as a liquid sugar, to 
be nontechnical about it. This carries a 
duty rate 30 times as high, or 2.9 cents 
per gallon, and imposes an unwarranted 
excessive burden on users. The bill I 
offer would clarify the situation by mak
ing a specific place for this product in 
the classification, so that interpretations 
of "similitude" would not be necessary. 

I might add that invert molasses is 
not made in this country, and that it is 
used only commercially in industrial 
manufacture. Its primary source is the 
Dominican Republic, and its previous
and under the bill, its restored-duty 
rate of 0.012 cents per pound is one to 
which we agreed in trade negotiations 
in 1949 and 1956. Thus, the higher rate 
under the Bureau of Customs ruling puts 
us in the position of violating an agree
ment with all members of GATT, under 
which we received reciprocal conces
sions for reducing the rate from 0.03 
cents per pound. 

Although Treasury has contended 
that under the present law the action of 
Customs in ruling as it has is correct, it 
supports this legislation in the belief 
that the change came about as an over
sight. It also supports the retroactive 
application of the old rather than the 
higher rate, and so does the Department 
of State and the Office of International 
Trade. Also included in the bill is a pro
vision for relief on eight entries of 
sugars in 1967 used in producing indus
trial alcohol, imported in the belief that 
they were dutiable at the lower rate be
cause they were "not used for human 
consumption or for the commercial ex
traction of sugar." 

When tariff matters are in considera
tion before the Finance Committee, I 
hope and trust that this bill for correc
tion of an inadvertence will be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 3461) to amend the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States with re
spect to the tariff classification of invert 
or high-test molasses, and for other 
purposes, introduced by Mr. HARTKE, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, on behalf of the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. HARRIS] be added as a 
cosponsor of the bill <S. 3410) to estab
lish an advisory commission to make a 
study and report with respect to freight 
rates for farm products, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMEMORATION OF THE lOOTH 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE ESTAB
LISHMENT OF YELLOWSTONE NA
TIONAL PARK-ADDITIONAL CO
SPONSORS OF JOINT RESOLUTION 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-

dent, I should like to read the following 

statement on behalf of the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON] : 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on May 1 I in
troduced, in behalf of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Senators from 
Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN and Mr. MCGEE], and 
myself, S.J. Res. 164, To commemorate the 
one hundredth anniversary of the establish
ment of Yellowstone National Park by pro
viding for the National Park Centennial, and 
for other purposes. 

Today I ask unanimous consent that at the 
next printing of the joint resolution, the 
names of the Senwtors from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD and Mr. METCALF] be added as CO
sponsors. 

On behalf of the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. JACKSON], I make that re
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 287-RESOLU
TION TO PAY A GRATUITY TO 
MARY N. BELL-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 

the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion, reported the following original reso
lution <S. Res. 287) ; which was placed on 
the calendar: 

S. RES. 287 
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 

hereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Mary N. Bell, widow of Frank Bell, an em
ployee of the Architect of the Capitol as
signed to duty in the Senate Office Buildings 
at the time of his death, a sum equal to six 
months' compensation at the rate he was re
ceiving by law at the time of his death, said 
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral ex
penses and all other allowances. 

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND 
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967-
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 746 

Mr. METCALF (for himself and Mr. 
MANsFIELD) submitted amendments, in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill <S. 917) to assist State and 
local governments in reducing the in
cidence of crime, to increase the effec
tiveness, fairness, and coordination of 
law enforcement and criminal justice 
systems at all levels of government, and 
for other purposes, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 747 

Mr. FONG (for himself and Mr. HART) 
submitted amendments, intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to Senate bill 
917, supra, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

<See the remarks of Mr. FoNG when he 
submitted the above amendments, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERA
TION ACT OF 1967-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 748 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I submit, 
for appropriate reference, amendments 
which I intend to propose to S. 698, the 
intergovernmental cooperation bill, now 
pending in the Subcommittee on Inter
governmental Relations, Committee on 
Government Operations. 

The amendments I will offer are in
tended to encourage simplification and 
improved coordination of accounting, 
auditing, and financial reporting require
ments of Federal assistance programs. 

Every Federal agency administering 
Federal assistance programs to State and 
local governments is charged by the Con
gress and by the regulations of the Comp
troller General with assuring proper legal 
use of Federal funds made available to 
State and local governments through 
such programs. As a result each adminis
tering agency and each major bureau en
gaged in grant-in-aid administration de
ploys a number of fiscal auditors 
throughout the States at various times 
to audit grant-in-aid accounts. The Gen
eral Accounting Offi.ce has its own field 
operations with its "spot audit" program, 
which is geared to ascertaining the effec
tiveness of agency audits of Federal ex
penditures and which also involves audits 
of grant expenditures at the State and 
local levels. 

Yet, Federal agency auditing and ac
counting activities have had to keep pace 
with the growth in the number and va
riety of Federal assistance programs. 
Moreover, State governments in recent 
years and many local governments have 
made strenuous efforts to improve the 
capability of their own accounting and 

· auditing systems-thanks to the rapid 
growth of State and local programs and 
expenditures. 

Federal assistance programs differ in 
objectives, magnitude, governments, and 
governmental agencies involved, and the 
clientele served and in many other char
acteristics. Such programs then can 
hardly be expected to yield completely to 
uniform accounting and auditing re
quirements. Nevertheless, there remains 
the question as to whether the existing 
financial reporting, accounting, and 
auditing requirements are reasonable in 
their demands. Most State and local of
ficials feel they are not. Som~ Federal aid 
administrators feel they are not. The 
recent experience of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
Office of Economic Opportunity in plac
ing reliance on State and local auditing, 
accounting, and reporting systems sug
gests that a rigid adherence to the status 
quo is not the best way to improve inter
governmental relations in this area. To 
help correct this condition, the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions in its fiscal balance report adopted 
a three-pronged recommendation urg
ing enactment of general legislation by 
the Congress applicable to Federal 
grants-in-aid to States whereby: first, 
the Comptroller General would study 
and review the accounting and auditing 
systems of the States receiving Federal 
grants-in-aid and ascertain their gen
eral adequacy and integrity; second, for 
those States certified by the Comptroller 
General as meeting standards of ade
quacy and integrity, the results of State 
audits of expenditures of Federal grant 
funds would be accepted by the adminis
tering Federal agencies in lieu of their 
own fiscal audits with such acceptance to 
cease if the Comptroller General finds 
that the accounting and auditing system 
of a particular State no longer meets 
prescribed standards; and, third, this 



May 8, 1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 12335 
authorization would be extended at the 
discretion of the Comptroller General to 
units of local government receiving siz
able grant-in-aid funds from Federal 
agencies. 

The amendments I intend to propose 
are based on this recommendation. First, 
they would assign authority to the Pres
ident to promulgate rules and regula
tions on a Government-wide basis for 
simplifying and, to the extent practi
cable, unifying the financial reporting 
requirements in Federal grant-in-aid 
programs. At the present time-thanks 
to diverse enabling legislation, appro
priation acts, departmental regula
tions and various other factors--the 
procedures, format, frequency, and in
tensity of financial reporting require
ments differ greatly from department to 
department and frequently from pro
gram to program within a department. 
The amendments are designed to provide 
the President with sufficient authority to 
achieve greater consistency, simplicity, 
and order in an area of grant-in-aid ad
ministration that thus far largely has 
also been ignored. 

The amendments also provide the basis 
for acceptance of the accounting and 
auditing system in certain States and 
certain politiC;al subdivisions in lieu of 
Federal efforts in these fields. The Comp
troller General, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Director of the Bu
reau of the Budget are mandated to con
duct a joint study of the principles, 
standards, and related requirements of 
executive agencies as they relate to the 
accounting and auditing of Federal 
grants-in-aid with a view to identify 
ways and means of developing Govern
ment-wide accounting and auditing pro
cedures that foster greater interdepart
mental coordination among financial 
management officials in the various Fed
eral agencies administering grant pro
grams. These provisions are designed 
then to reduce unnecessary duplication 
and excessive time required to perform 
these vital fiscal functions. 

The Comptroller General is authorized 
to study and review the accounting and 
auditing systems of the States and their 
political subdivisions in order to deter
mine the adequacy and effectiveness of 
their respective systems and what 
changes, if any, would be required in 
them to comply with the principles, 
standards, and related requirements 
prescribed by him in the area of grant
in-aid financial accountability. After 
consulting with the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget and after assessing the 
statutory requirements and the adminis
trative needs of executive agencies ad
ministering grants-in-aid, the Comp
troller General is authorized to prescribe 
rules and regulations that would per
mit such agencies to substitute the ac
counting and auditing systems of States 
and local governments with their systems 
meet standards prescribed by him as they 
relate to the administration of Federal 
assistance programs. 

The intent of these amendments is 
not to shortcut in any way the exercise 
of fiscal prudence and accountability at 
all levels of government. But they seek to 
develop new intergovernmental arrange-

ments in the accounting and auditing 
field which would lead to a significant 
saving in time and energy and would pro
vide the impetus for significant improve
ments in the whole area of intergovern
mental fiscal management. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the amendments I 
intend to propose to S. 698 be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and appropriately referred; and, without 
objection, the amendments will be print
ed in the RECORD. 

The amendment <No. 748) was re
ferred to the Committee on Government 
Operations, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 748 
On page 2, line 4, strike out "1967" and in

sert in lieu thereof "1968". 
On page 2, line 19, strike out "title VIII 

and title IX" and insert in lieu thereof 
"title VIII, IX, and X.". 

On page 10, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following new sections: 

"APPLICANT 

"SEc. 122. The term 'applicant' means one 
or more States or local governments or other 
public or private agencies or organizations 
acting separately or together in seeking as
sistance with respect to a single project. 

''PROJECT 

"SEc. 123. The term 'project' means any 
undertaking, however characterized and 
whether of a temporary or continuing nature, 
Which includes components proposed or ap
proved for assistance under more than one 
Federal program, or one or more Federal and 
one or more State programs, if each of those 
components contributes materially to the ac
complishment of a single purpose or closely 
related purposes.". 

On page 59, after line 4, insert the follow
ing new title: 
"TITLE X-ACCOUNTING, AUDITING, AND 

REPORTING OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS 

"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

"SEc. 1001. It is the purpose of this title to 
encourage simplification and improved co
ordination of accounting, auditing, and fi
nancial reporting requirements of Federal 
assistance programs, to survey the adequacy 
and effectiveness of the accounting and 
auditing systems of recipient jurisddctions, 
and to authorize the Comptroller General of 
the United States to prescribe rules and 
regulations for using State and political sub
divisions accounting and auditing in meeting 
financial management requirements of such 
programs. 

"MORE UNIFORM FINANCIAL REPORTING 

"SEC. 1002. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the President shall have au
thority to promulgate rules and regulations 
simplifying and, to the extent feasible, uni
fying financial reporting requirements of 
Federal assl.JStance programs. 

"ACCEPTANCE OF ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING OJ' 
STATES AND THEm POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS 

"SEc. 1003. (a) The Comptroller General 
of the United States, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget shall conduct a joint study of 
the principles, standards, and related require
ments of executive agencies, as defined in 
chapter 1 of title 5, United States Code, for 
accounting and auditing of Federal assist
ance programs. Such study shall emphasize 
ways and means of developing government
wide accounting and auditing procedures 
that foster closer cooperation and coordina
tion among the financial management otll.
cials of the different levels of the executive 

agencies, avoid unnecessary duplication, and 
minimize the amount of time required to 'per
form the accounting and auditing functions. 
Such study with recommendations shall be 
submitted to Congress not later than twelve 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

"(b) The Comptroller General shall study 
and review the accounting and auditing sys
tems af States and political subdivisions re
ceiving Federal assistance in order to deter
mine ( 1) the adequacy and effectiveness of 
such sys·tems, and (2) the nature of any 
changes in the accounting and auditing pro
cedures employed in such systems which 
would be required for compliance with the 
principles, standards, and related require
ments prescribed by the Comptroller Gen
eral !or protecting the interests of the United 
States with regard to accounting for expen
ditures of Federal JBSistance funds by States 
and their political subdivisions. 

"(c) The Comptroller General, after oon
sulting the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget oon
cerning their accounting and auditing needs, 
and considering statutory requirements and 
the needs of executive agencies responsible 
for administering Federal assistance pro
grams, shall prescribe rules and regulations 
whereby such agencies may substitute for 
their accounting and auditing the aooount
ing and auditing performed by States and 
political subdivisions receiving Federal as
sistance, when such accounting and auditing 
meet the requirements prescribed by the 
Comptroller General applicable to the admin
istration of such assistance received by such 
States and political subdivisions. The Comp
troller General shall make a report to Con
gress on the operations of this subsection at 
the end of such fiscal year, beginning with 
the first full fiscal year following the date of 
enactment of this Act." 

NOTICE OF R~T OF NOMINA
TION BY THE COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, I desire to announce that to
day the Senate received the following 
nomination: H. Brooks James, of North 
Carolina, to be an Assistant Administra
tor of the Agency for International De
velopment, vice Herbert J. Waters, 
resigned. 

In accordance with the committee rule, 
this pending nomination may not be con
sidered prior to the expiration of 6 days 
of its receipt in the Senate. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON SAVINGS 
AND LOAN RECEIVERSHIPS 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 
May 20 the Committee on Banking and 
Currency will conduct hearings on S. 
3436, a bill to provide for the appoint
ment of the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation as receiver, and 
for other purposes. The hearings will take 
place in room 5302, New Senate Office 
Building at 10 a.m. Persons desiring to 
testify should contact Mr. Lewis G. 
Odom, Jr., Staff Director and General 
Counsel. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HAYDEN-A 
GREAT AMERICAN 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senator from California [Mr. 
KucHEL], I ask unanimous consent that 
a statement prepared by him in tribute 
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to Senator HAYDEN be printed in the 
body Of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KUCHEL 

The decision of the Dean of the Senate 
to end an unprecedented skein of years of 
service to Arizona and to America evokes an 
·almost indescribable sadness. An important 
page in the history of this noble body will 
turn. He will lay aside a public office filled 
for over a half-century with distinction and 
seldom-matched purposefulness. 

Words to describe Carl Hayden and to 
categorize personal associations With him 
pour through the mind in an almost endless 
stream. My regard and affection best can 
be reflected by use of the appellation 
"amigo"--so reminiscent of the Old West 
where he was born and whose progress he 
influenced beyond measure. 

This body will miss the challenge and 
presence of a member of unimpeachable in
tegrity, who set standards which are imper
ishable, and whose accomplishments will in
spire the best from each of us in years to 
come. 

Though the inexorable passage of time 
prompts him to cease his labors 1n elective 
office, Carl Hayden will leave the Senate 
with more than memories and legends and 
he will be rich in knowledge that his be
loved Arizona and the flourishing Southwest 
thrive because he husbanded their treasures 
while responding to challenges of progress. 
He can be content in knowledge he was a 
builder of an inviting and rewarding society. 
Though unpleasant, the breaking of ties is 
more easily tolerated because of his contri
butions toward the well-being and happiness 
of those who follow. 

When this Congress finally adjourns an 
era may have ended but an ineradicable 
remembrance will remain as the Hayden 
sense of devotion motivates the member
ship through times ahead. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, when 
historians of the next millennium look 
back with the wisdom of their hindsight 
to study the vibrant period in which we 
live, they will find ample evidence that 
there were among us a select few men 
whose vision and deeds matched the 
ever-expanding challenges around them. 

Such a man is the senior Senator from 
Arizona, the distinguished CARL HAYDEN. 

No State of our Union is without its 
share of monuments to his interest in 
the social pregrams an<i public works 
projects which have made possible our 
enormous progress during the past half 
century. 

No State is without a plan for the 
future which is based to a large extent 
on his efforts. 

More significantly, however, no State
and I respectfully request that I herewith 
be permitted a bit of regional pride-is 
now untouched by the expansive, excit
ing, visionary "Spirit of the West" which 
he so ably typified. 

It has been an honor for me to call 
him a colleague and a friend. With the 
other Members of this Congress, I shall 
miss him. 

At the same time, I sincerely hope that 
he will be able to find a great deal of 
justifiable personal satisfaction in the 
knowledge that the fruits of his labors 
will make this a better land and a better 
world for oountless generations to come. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, missing 
from the tribute to Senator CARL HAYDEN 
carried so voluminously in the · CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD yesterday were the fine 
remarks by Roy Elson at Tuesday's press 
conference after Senator HAYDEN an
nounced his retirement. Roy, as Senator 
HAYDEN's administrative assistant, spoke 
most eloquently for himself and the Sen
ator's staff. I ask unanimous consent 
that those remarks now be included in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SENATOR HAYDEN TRIBUTE FROM STAFF BY ROY 

ELSON, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO SENA
TOR CARL HAYDEN, MAY 6, 1968 
For me, for my fellow staff members and 

for the many who have known and worked 
with you, Senator Hayden, let me say that it 
has been our honor and privilege to serve 
you in your service to our state and our 
country. 

When I first came to Washington a time 
that was recent in the life of Carl Hayden . 
but seems so very long ago to me, I really 
thought I knew some of the answers. I now 
realize, however, that most of what I have 
learned in life, I owe to Carl Hayden. For 
he bas been my teacher, my leader, my ex
ample and, if I may say so my friend. I am 
certain that practically every man and 
woman in this room today can say essentially 
the same thing. 

And that is about all I have to say about 
this great man who has, in Kipling's phrase, 
"walked with kings" and not "lost the com
mon touch," the man who came from Arizona 
long ago to fill over 56 years of unforgiving 
minutes--who dared to dream dreams and 
lived to see their reality, not just for our 
time, but for all time to come. 

Today we salute you, Senator Hayden, and 
thank you for letting us share a little in 
your greatness. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I shall 
always be profoundly grateful that I was 
given the privilege of serving during two 
sessions of the Congress with the illus
trious senior Senator from Arizona and 
President pro tempore of the Senate, 
Senator CARL HAYDEN. 

To those of us just beginning our serv
ice in the Senate, Senator HAYDEN's ex
traordinary record will ever remain a 
unique inspiration and example. His 
exemplary service to the people of his 
State and Nation, his unstinting courtesy, 
kindness, and patience with his col
leagues, his devotion to the ideals and 
traditions of the Senate, of which he is in 
such a real sense a living tradition, are 
things for which I, as a very junior Mem
ber of this body, will retain the greatest 
admiration and respect. 

I appreciate having the opportunity of 
joining my colleagues in wishing Senator 
HAYDEN many years of richly deserved 
happiness, health, together with the pro
found satisfaction that cernes from hav
ing given of his very best to the people 
of Arizona, to the Senate of the United 
States and to his grateful and admiring 
fellow Americans. 

THE 84TH BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY 
OF FORMER PRESIDENT HARRY S. 
TRUMAN 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
today, May 8, 1968, is the 84th birthday 
of Harry S. Truman, one of the truly 
great Presidents of the United States. 

It is an honor for me to be able to wish 
happy birthday to my good friend and 

fellow Missourian. He is admired and re
spected by all Americans. He is the fa
vorite son of every Missourian. 

The Presidency of the United States 
and the leadership of the Western World 
were thrust upon Harry Truman both at 
the close of World War II and the start 
of the quest for an enduring peace. Few 
periods of history have been so crucial 
to this country and to the future of world 
peace. Few men can equal the record he 
established in promoting the brotherhood 
of man and the association of nations. 

In his first 4 months of office, the 
United Nations was chartered, Germany 
surrendered, the Potsdam Conference 
was held, and Japan surrendered. He 
initiated the Marshall plan for economic 
assistance which was designed to help 
refashion all of Europe into a free com
munity of prosperous and independent 
states. He fashioned a peace that im
posed not harsh penalties on the defeated 
nations, but rather attempted to restore 
their vitality and enable them to rejoin 
the postwar community of free nations. 

Although a man of peace, President 
Truman acted always with a courageous 
will to protect the independence of 
threatened nations. His determination to 
check the advance of world communism 
will never be forgotten by free men. 

Although so noted in his foreign 
policy, his domestic policy was just as 
dedicated to furthering the cause of hu
manity's right to freedom. He constantly 
advocated national fair employment 
practices. He brought an end to segrega
tion in the Armed Forces. Many of the 
programs envisioned by President Tru
man have been realized in recent years, 
including the extension of voting privi
leges to all Americans, a healthcare pro
gram for the aged, and aid to elementary 
and secondary schools. 

President Truman gained a well de
served reputation as a man of integrity 
and charity, as a man who kept faith 
with the common man-with those men 
whose sturdy endurance and devotion to 
duty comprise the strength of America. 

I know I speak for all the people in 
my State in wishing this world states
man, this outstanding American, this 
great Missourian a happy birthday. 

OUR YOUNG PEOPLE A!tE OUR 
FUTURE 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the future 
of our OO·untry depends upon the charac
ter, abilities, and development of our 
young people. This may be a disturbing 
prospect to some, but, to me, the outlook 
is full of promise. What brings this 
thought to my mind is the speech tha;t 
President Johnson made at a reception 
this week honoring the White House 
fellows. 

More than 6,000 of the most promising 
young people in the country have ap
plied to be White House fellows in the 
4 years since the program began. Of that 
number, only 6d have been accepted. 
These young people come into Govern
ment from business and universities and 
serve for a period of 1 year. They work 
at the highest levels of Government pol
icy and program operation. 

The President's remarks were very in
spiring. He called upon the fellows to 
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maintain 1tn active commitment to pub
lic service all their lives. At one point he 
said: 

No one can make democracy obsolete but 
the cirtl.zens of democracy who don'·t care. 

Anyone who has doubts about the fu
ture of America would do well to read 
the comments President Johnson made 
to these young people. It seems to me that 
his statement is worthy of wide atten
tion, Mr. President, so I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in full in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF PRESIDENT JOHNSON AT A RECEP

TION FOR WHITE HOUSE FELLOWS, STATE. 

DINING ROOM 

I perhaps should have waited until you at 
least had time to participate in the refresh
ments, but I know it will be refreshing when 
I have gone. 

Since I must go to the Senate, I think I 
will just start now and interrupt your 
meeting. 

First, I want to welcome the members of 
the Cabinet and the President's Commission 
on White House Fellows, the new Fellows and 
the old Fellows, and all my friends. 

I am happy to have this second chance to 
meet with the White House Fellows and their 
ladies. You were kind enough to invite me 
to come last Saturday. I was sorry I could not 
be there. 

My own disappointment was considerable. 
Your invitation was most attractive to a man 
in my position-a short timer in Washington. 
It could have been my last chance to make 
the scene at Dupont Circle on a Saturday 
night. 

I had another very personal reason for 
wanting to join you. As a man considering 
a new career, I think it is wise to keep up 
my contacts, especially with important 
people. 

At least I think you are important people. 
You have been hand-picked for very high 

honors, and I think for very high office. You 
are very privileged young people. 

You found room at the top for three years. 
Today another year begins for you. 

Nineteen new White House Fellows are 
here as the fourth class of important and 
privileged young Americans. 

So ! am very proud and happy that I 
could join with Mrs. Johnson to ask you to 
come here, to congratulate you and to wel
come you to Washington. 

There are 68 of you now. That is one for 
each year of this Century. 

I would like to think that there is some 
special significance to that coincidence. 

I want to believe that you are the men 
and women who will complete the great un
finished agenda of America for this Century, 
so that we may launch the third Century 
of our continuing American adventure with 
even higher goals and I hope with an even 
greater purpose. 

The next Century is crowding in on us in 
this room right now. 

It is pressing us with a rush of change-
the new challenges that are fiung by science 
and technology; by population increases; by 
40 percent of the people in the world who 
can't spell "dog"; 40 percent of the people 
in the world who can't write "cat"; by un
explored oceans and untamed weather; by 
poverty and injustice in our own land; by 
giant cities that need rebuilding; by our 
schools, our farms, our hospitals and our 
corporations that need to change to keep 
up with that challenge; by all the unex
pected and the unknown, including the 
greatest of all-how to understand people 
and how to learn to live together in this 
world without war. 

So that is your agenda, and tha.t is your 
life. It will be your job and your privilege 
to work on that agenda while you are here 
in Washington. 

I hope all of you take it as your job-your 
particular responsibility to repay that privi
lege when you leave Washington by continu
ing to work as private citizens on your public 
agenda, working in your law firms, in your 
executive suites, on your campuses, on your 
city governments, and in your own towns. 

I am going to try, as one of my last orders, 
to see that you do that. 

I am going to ask a committee of the 68 
White House Fellows, who I will take great 
care in selecting, to work with me and some 
of the Members of my Cabinet, with some 
of those who have worked in my Adminis
tration, in the Kennedy Administration, in 
the Truman Administration, and the Roose
velt Administration, to make a study of the 
Presidency, to see how we can Improve it, 
how we can strengthen i·t. 

It won't be exactly another Hoover Com
mission on the entire Government, but it 
wm be on the Presidency, itself, which is a 
rather important office. 

In the years to come we need to improve 
it, strengthen it, and do whatever we can 
to make it stronger. 

In addition to that, I am going to amend 
the Executive Order that created the selec
tion committee, of which the most distin
guished and honored Mr. Douglas Dillon is 
Chairman, to provide for an increase In 
membership. 

In President Roosevelt's day that would 
have been known as packing the court. 

I hope I can make that change without 
being charged with any ulterior motives. 

I would like for some of you 68 Fellows 
who have come, who have seen, who have 
not forgotten, to sit around with some of 
these old timers who really constitute this 
generation ga.p. 

I would like for you to sit with them
the Johnny Oakes of the New York Times; 
the John Macy's, of the Civil Service Com
mission; Judge Hastie. 

I would like for you to talk with them 
as members of the board, as their equals 
on the board, and fellow members. Then I 
would like for you to go throughout the 
country and work with these panels so that 
the next group selected can even be an im
provement on the group that you make up. 

I look upon you as the future. You can 
make it or you can break it by committing 
yourself, or by copping out: by going home 
after one year at the top, or by sliding back 
into the comfortable routine of a cynical 
life, by being too busy, too timid, too awed 
to apply what you have learned here by 
staying involved, or by remaining committed. 

I think you are going to learn a great deal 
in this town. 

But it is a part of your privilege that 
you will come to know a basic truth. That 
truth is how much government can do and 
how much government cannot do. 

If you grasp this, if you keep your eyes 
open and your wits sharp, you will learn the 
magnificent promise and the exciting truth 
of your own lives. 

You will learn how much, very much, you 
can do for your own future, and particularly 
for the future of your country; how very 
much we need you, your commitment and 
your involvement. 

And we need it now, because the future is 
now. 

In the last century, a great English state
man looked ahead and declared, "You can
not fight against the future. Time is on our 
side." 

Well, was Gladstone really right? Some 
people wonder. 

Is time really on our side today, or is our 
century already so ditferent, and are we 
already so beset and so divided by all of our 
problems that even time is working against 
us? 

There are some, I think, who might answer 
yes, by their criticism or their cynicism. 

There are others who agree by their ob
struction or their silence. 

There are few who surrender reason to 
passion and hope to frustration, who fear 
tha.t they have no place in the future; or 
that the future, itself, is overwhelmed by 
the vast complexity and variety of modern 
life. 

I understand that some of you in the White 
House Fellows Association have been asking 
yourself some of these questions. 

You want to know if time is on our side, 
if you really have a relevant role to play; if, 
in fact, our problems might not have made 
your Association and your purposes obsolete 
even before you get organized and get going. 

Well, I am pleased that you are concerned. 
That is the first evidence that we are mak
ing progress. That is the first step to com
mitment and, I think, to success. 

I would like to try and take you just one 
step further in the few moments I have with 
you by suggesting some answers and also by 
suggesting some actions for you as individ
uals, and to your association. 

Let me first make clear my own 
commitment. 

This Nation is not g<>ing to retreat before 
the future. This Administration has acted 
for four long years now to meet the chal
lenges of the day and to set the stage for new 
triumphs of tomorrow. 

We have believed that time is on our side, 
and we have tried to work every minute to 
make the most of our time at the top. 

I promise you here and now this after
noon, that in the time left to us we will 
put every last ounce of energy and strength, 
every last second of the day, to strong, to 
timely, and, I pray, to wise and to enduring 
purpose. 

That is my personal commitment. That is 
my responsibility as your President. 

It is the only legacy that I am concerned 
to leave to my successor-a Nation that has 
grown in achievement, a people that are 
richer in fulfillment, an America that is 
united and strong in unfearing pursuit of 
the greater achievement and fulfillment that 
the future otfers us. 

Now let me ask you a question: What is 
your responsibility? What legacy do you want 
to leave to your children? 

I hope that you will not tell them that 
you gave up on your world because you 
couldn't roll up your sleeves, as Rex Tugwell 
once said, and remake it overnight. 

I hope you will be able to tell them, and 
I hope that you will be able to show them, 
tha.t you found the :-oad of life was hard; 
you observed that it was steep and slow, but 
that you made it to the mountain top. And as 
you went along, you took your country with 
you. 

You are standing on one peak of life's ex
perience right this minute. 

You are young and you are privileged 
Americans. You are bright. Most of you are 
healthy, happy, and, I hope, well otf. 

How do you think you got that way? How 
did that happen? 

Some of you had to fight for the privileged 
position that you have this afternoon. 

But all through your years, all through 
the life of this Nation, other Americans were 
fighting to raise you up. They were fighting 
to try to protect you. They were fighting to 
try to better your life; to improve your sys
tem of government; to give you new advan
tages and better educational opportunities; 
to make you what you are, because they re
fused to retreat before the future that has 
come true for you, for those of you who are 
very gifted and young, and I think by being 
both, you are very fortunate. 

One of the men who fought for you, and 
who was fighting for you when I was a young 
man and first came to this town, was a close 
and dear friend. His name was Henry Stimson. 
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He was a wise man with a warm place in his 
heart for young people. 

He left a legacy for the future: "Let them 
learn," he said, "from our adventures. Let 
them charge us with our failures. And let 
them do better in their turn. But let them 
not turn aside from what they have to do, 
nor think that criticism ever excuses or sub
stitutes for inaction. Let them have hope and 
virtue and let them believe in mankind and 
its future, for there is good as well as evil. 
And the man who tries to work for the good, 
believing in its eventual victory, while he 
may suffer setback and sometimes even dis
aster, will never know defeat. The only deadly 
sin that I know-the only deadly sin that 
I know-is cynicism." 

Isn't that the truth for your time, too? 
Isn't that the answer that you are looking 
for? 

It is not very diftlcult to poor mouth. It is 
so comfortable and convenient sometimes to 
knock your own system. 

It is hard to remember, sometimes, that 
this is really a great and a going concern, 
that our Nation is the envy of the world, and 
that there are citizens all over the world who 
would just give anything to trade places for 
it. 

We can remember that without ever being 
satisfied with what we have or what we are. 

It is difficult to put things in perspective. 
It is difficult to remember the giant strides 
that have been brought to us, despite our 
many problems-to the miracles of life that 
we have taken so much for granted, despite 
our plagues and our persecutions, despite our 
wars, despite the many ca.lamaties that we 
have envisioned from time to time. 

And I have endured and lived through a 
goodly number of them. 

!4an has persevered. 
In the face of natural disasters, great tu

mults, setbacks and sins, generation after 
generation of Americans and our fellows on 
this planet have been blessed with fortune 
after fortune. 

Through all the years, all the errors and 
all the dangers, reform and improvement 
have been the password to man's increas
ingly better and brighter future. 

!4an has been many things through a.ll 
the centuries of his existence, but he has 
been wonderfully and mainly distinguished 
by one characteristic of his human nature: 
!4an has always been, and I hope always will 
be, the great experimenter. 

That is what you are. You are, after all, 
one of my first experiments. 

The White House Fellows and the White 
House Fellows Association are really an ex
periment in democracy. You have suoceeded 
beyond many of our original hopes. 

I ask you now, as individuals and as an 
association, to commit yourself, to dedicate 
yourself, to organize yourself, for the greater 
successes that you can bring to this Nation. 

You are relevant. No one can make your 
experiment irrelevant but yourselves. 

No one can make democracy obsolete but 
the citizens of democracy who don't care. 

Ever since we began our great experiment 
originally in democratic government, there 
have been those who wondered-sometimes 
in curios! ty and a great many times in des
pair-whether this experiment would ever 
work. 

A century ago there were many who 
thought we had reached a dead end. Abraham 
Lincoln had to remind those cynics and those 
skeptics that the American experiment for all 
its failings, was plainly st1ll, the last best 
hope on earth. 

Thirty-five years ago the doubters thought 
that we were up a blind alley. President 
Franklin Roosevelt had to rally a people. He 
had to prove the vitality of a system by urg
ing our people not to be paralyzed by their 
doubts. 

One of the most stirring speeches I have 
ever heard in this town was when he stood 

there on that bleak, windy March day and 
took the oath of office. 

He said, "The only thing we have to fear 
is fear itself." And how true that is this mo
ment. Just a few years ago, some of these 
people were saying that we had reached a 
deadlock of democracy, but we moved on, 
we moved away, and, I am proud to say, we 
moved up. 

Again and again in the American experi
ence, it is the pessimists who have proven 
to be the false prophets. It is the optimists 
whose courage and faith have carried us on. 

That is your inheritance. That is why you 
are here in the White House this afternoon. 

So it is your turn, now, to pick up and 
carry on. For every complaint about our 
society and about our progress, you and I 
can point to a new program. We can point to 
a new landmark act of the Congress. We can 
point to a new public or new private initia
tive; or a new partnership of business, of gov
ernment, of church, of community, of uni
versity and corporation, of American with 
American. 

That is your America. 
It is a growing and going concern. It is not 

slack and it is not soft. But it is creative and 
it is challenging both to the muscle and to 
the mind. 

It is a land of limitless opportunity and 
great promise for all young people. There is 
no more promise anywhere on this earth. 

For every lament about the alienation of 
our young, you and I can point to m1111ons 
of active, committed and involved young men 
and women who really deeply believe in the 
American experiment, who are will1ng to 
work for its improvement, who want to 
broaden and deepen its successes, so that 
every American-:-every single one of us-may 
know the full blessings of democracy. 

It is a big job. It is a most difficult and hard 
job. But there are enough of you now in the 
fourth year of this program to role up your 
sleeves and do something about it. 

Your association is new, but you can be
gin sma.ll. Plant an acre, put down a seed. 
You live and you work for all of America. 
You can see yourselves as the Johnny Ap
pleseeds of a new America. 

When you leave Washington, you can be 
the ones to go out and plant the ideas and 
plow the furrows that point to the future; 
that can awaken and unite our Americans 
in a new community of splendor with high, 
noble purposes. 

You are relevant. We do care about you. 
You ·are needed. 

You are a national association, and I am 
convinced that you have a national role to 
play in helping to master the human prob
lems that concern you and concern me. 

Let me suggest something to you: You 
might want to organize by regional com
mittees. our new Alliance for Businessmen 
has done just that, to solve a great and 
urgent problem, under the leadership of Mr. 
Henry Ford of Ford Motor Company, and Mr. 
Paul Austin of Coca Cola. They are out, go
ing down the streets and the highways, find
ing jobs for people who can't find jobs for 
themselves-the hard-core unemployed. 

In just a few weeks now, the businessmen 
have demonstrated that they are winning 
that battle. In less than three months since 
they first met here in the White House they 
have secured pledges for 111,000 new jobs 
for hard-core unemployed and disadvantaged 
youth. 

That is quite different from what it was 
when I came into this town, when they had 
the midget on Mr. Morgan's knee, and when 
the President was talking to businessmen in 
terms of economic royalists. 

Some of you are business executives. Some 
of you have the power and the opportunity 
to work as partners with this National Alli
ance of Businessmen, to help those who 
can't help themselves. 

You will find many other partners who are 

ready and eager to cooperate with your as
sociation on a great variety of social prob
lems-churches, law firms, universities, 
unions, farmers, the people of America who 
are working harder than ever to try to solve 
the problems of America. 

Your regional committees could divide this 
nation into four quarters. You could set a 
target list of problems and opportunities for 
each region. 

The first target that I had when I came 
to this town as a young man was to partici
pate with a group of brain trusters, of which 
I did not include myself. We wrote the Re
port on Economic Conditions in the South. 
It was in the early 1930's. That report spread 
a.ll across the land and people started work
ing on the recommendations. 

We haven't completed all of them yet. 
One of the first ones to come out of it was 

the minimum wage of 25 cents an hour. 
Women were working in our section for 6 
cents an hour. 

I remember-well, I remember a lot of 
things about that report. 

You could, I think, set a time limit for 
results. I think you could set that time limit 
with that target here today. It could be your 
next meeting a year from now. 

Then you could come back here with a 
new score card. You could come back to the 
President and tell the President that you 
have worked with the National All1ance of 
Businessmen, that you have worked with !4r. 
Gardner in his Urban Coalition, that you 
have worked on the campuses and the city 
halls, in the churches, and you have many 
other partners. 

You could come back here prepared to hold 
up your scorecard and say, "Mr. President, 
like the National Alliance of Businessmen, 
we have helped X number of unemployed 
find a job. We have helped X number of busi
nessmen to involve themselves in the prob
lems of the city. We have helped X number 
of Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Mexican-Ameri
cans, Mexican-Indians, or under privlleged, 
get into the class room for the first time. 
We have gone out ourselves into X number 
of slums and we have worked with X number 
of mayors and local officials to try to get 
rid of those slums. We have tried to build 
new homes instead of burn old ones. We 
have used our management and our talents 
to help X number of small businessmen im
prove their lot and get ahead. We have served 
as a bridge between X number of city halls 
and universities, between X numbers of uni
versities and community leaders, betweep. the 
campus and the street corner, between the 
executive suite and the ghetto store, and 
between the police station and the church, 
the factory, the supermarket, the farm, the 
tenement and the apartment house. 

A year from now, I hope that a committee 
from your association will be able to come 
to this house, to this room, and say to your 
President, "Mr. President, it was a prlvllege 
to work 12 months for my country at the 
top." 

A tour of duty in Viet Nam is just 13 
months, as you know. 

''We have tried to repay our country. We 
have remained committed and dedicated. We 
have done our best, singly and together, to 
bring all of our people closer in the work 
of building-building one united, one pro
gressiv~yes, one peaceful America." 

You should not need any greater challenge 
than that. I hope you don't need any more 
encouragement than that. 

But if you do, I am sure you will find that 
encouragement in association with your 
other White House Fellows. Some of them 
are so good that I have never let them leave 
the White House. Some of them are so good 
that I am taking them to Texas with me. 

I am sure that if you need some more 
encouragement, you too, can find it in the 
leadership of the distinguished American 
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who has agreed to serve as Mr. Dillon's re
placement. 

I want to pay a word of tribute to Mr. 
Dillon. I first knew him as a lieutenant in 
the Navy in this town. I don't know what 
he did before he put on that Navy uniform 
several decades ago, but I know what he has 
done since. 

He has served every day, doing the great
est good for the greatest number of people, 
trying to better humanity. I think this final 
job he has done as Chairman of the White 
House Fellows is not one of the minor under
takings he has had, and it is not one of the 
smaller contributions of the many that he 
and his wife have made to his country. 

I want to salute and thank Mr. Dillon for 
his understanding. 

He is more fortunate than some of us in 
his health, his brains and his pocketbook, 
but he has been willing to spend them all 
on trying to make this a better nation. 

The man who succeeds him I know will 
have a lot to shoo·t at, but he will do his 
best. He is the Chairman of the President's 
Commission. 

I am proud and happy to announce that 
Judge William Hastie of the Third U.S. Dis
trict Court of Appeals will carry on for our 
former and our very able chairman. 

Mrs. Johnson and I, finally, are very pleased 
to congratulate all of you, and to wish you 
gOOd fortune, and to tell you that it has 
been our good fortune to know those who 
have come before. We hope we will have a 
chance to meet those of you as you come 
afterwards. 

GENERAL MOTORS ADVANCES 
AUTO SAFETY 

Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, since 
the Subcommittee on Executive Reorga
nization began hearings on traffic safety 
more than 3 years ago, there has been 
great progress in this :field. Two impor
tant laws have been enacted establishing 
Federal regulation of this area and the 
Highway Safety Bureau has issued more 
than 20 safety standards for 1968 and 
1969 cars. But most significant, the auto
mobUe companies are beginning to com
pete in producing safer cars. 

Three years ago, the industry attitude 
toward safety could fairly be said to be 
defensive. But today the industry has 
taken the initiative to make safety ad
vances a vail able to the public as rapidly 
as possible. Nothing better illustrates this 
than General Motors' recent announce
ment that it will install a steel bar in the 
doors of certain 1969 models to guard 
against the hazards of side impacts. 

While much has been done to protect 
passengers in front and rear collisions, 
up to now, little has been done to safe
guard them in side collisions. To Gener
al Motors' great credit, it did not wait for 
the Safety Bureau to establish a stand
ard for this type of hazard. 

On its own, it developed a bar which 
is 8 inches high, 2 inches deep and, in 
four-door sedans, will weigh about 41 
pounds. This will give added protection 
in side crashes and help to cut down the 
toll of death and injury on the highway. 

General Motors' action demonstrates 
the effectiveness of our competitive free 
enterprise system. It also shows the bene
fits which can arise from constructive 
regulation in the public interest. With 
the increasing Federal attention to auto
mobile safety, the industry has focused 
more effort on this area and there is now 
evident a distinct trend toward more 

vigorous competition in auto safety. Each 
company is trying to develop new and 
improved safety devices and equipment 
to offer a better, safer product to the 
American people. In the end, both the 
industry and the public will benefit. As I 
stated in the su'bcommittee report on the 
Federal role in traffic safety: 

An aggressive competitive approach to 
safety would lighten the burden of regula
tion for the industry and increase public con
fidence in its cars. 

So, Mr. President, I commend General 
Motors for the step it has taken in im
proving vehicle safety. I hope it will be 
the first of many it will take on its own 
to speed the progress of vehicle safety, 
and that this action will set a pattern for 
the entire industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that a recent 
article explaining the device be included 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 5, 1968} 
GENERAL MOTORS To INTRODUCE SIDE GUIDE 

RAILS ON MOST OF ITS 1969 CARS 

(By Jerry M. Flint) 
DETROIT, May 4.-The General Motors Cor

poration has disclosed details of a new 
safety feature, a "guard rail" to be built into 
the doors of most of its 1969 cars. 

The device, a steel bar that's like a typical 
highway guard rail, will be inside the door 
panels, out of sight. Its purpose is to protect 
passengers in broadside collisions by keeping 
the other car from penetrating the passenger 
compartment. 

The "guard rail" is regarded as one of 
Detroit's more significant safety advances, 
ranking just behind the improved wind
shields and collapsing steering columns that 
are meant to reduce deaths and serious in
juries in front-end coll1sions. 

The development underlines two new 
aspects of the auto safety effort: the initia
tive appear to have passed from Government 
to industry and a competitive "race" in 
safety appears to be beginning. 

Newsmen first learned of the G.M. guard 
rail two months ago, but it was not until 
this week that General Motors was willing to 
disclose the details. Even that was unusual, 
because the big automaker traditionally does 
not talk about future model developments. 

TWO-YEAR PROJECT 

"We've been working on this for over two 
years," said Carl Hedeen, engineering director 
of G. M.'s Fisher Body Division. He said that 
the project, including testing, engineering, 
and extensive changes in production lines, 
had cost mill1ons of dollars. 

"Every time we made the test we ruined 
two cars," he said. 

With 50 to 70 cars turned to junk in broad
side crashes, that alone would have repre
sented a cost of about $100,000. 

The new guard rail will be on G. M.'s full
sized cars next fall and on the smaller cars 
in later years. The body styles of the big cars 
was changed for 1969 to make room for the 
added steel in the doors. 

The guard rail consists of a heavy ribbed 
steel beam eight inches high. 

The steel in the beam is one-third to al
most twice as thick as the steel in the car's 
outer sheetmetal. A second, U-shaped beam, 
four and a half inches high, is welded along 
the back of the ribbed beam for added 
strength. 

The beams, which add 41 pounds of steel 
to a four-door car and 35 pounds to a two
door model, are welded inside the doors 
about 10 inches above the door step run
ning about parallel to an occupant's rib cage. 

G .M. is also strengthening the pillar sec
tions and hinges on which the heavier doors 
are hung, bringing the total added weight 
to 49 pounds for a four-door model and 48 
pounds for a two-door car. The added steel 
probably adds about $4 in cost per c·ar for 
the rental alone. 

THREE CRASH CHANGES 

There are three major changes in crash 
effects, Mr. Hedeen said. The intrusion of 
the oncoming car is "limited," the hit car 
tends to be pushed sideways, and the hitting 
car tends to deflect along the sides of the 
hit car, he said. 

The first version G.M. built had 700 pounds 
of added steel, Mr. Hedeen said. Then engi
neers discovered that to protect the occu
pants the beams didn't have to keep a crash
ing car out completely. Instead, they had 
to keep the car out only until enough force 
was put on the doors to start the hit car 
skidding sideways on its own tires. 

This sideways skidding, away from the in
crashing car, happens on present models, 
too, but it happens too late, Mr. Hedeen said. 

Dr. Alan Nahum and Arnold Siegel, both of 
the University of California at Los Angeles 
and both among the nation's best-known 
vehicle safety researchers, said last month 
that "the side impact collision is now the 
most critical problem in regard to injury 
prevention." 

"Motorists are particularly vulnerable to 
injury during side-impact coll1sions because 
of the lack of structural strength in this 
area of the vehicle, the relative proximity of 
the motorists to a striking car or object, and 
the lethal nature of the door handles and 
other hardware which may be attached to 
the oncoming door," they told a legislative 
committee. 

AVOIDS SPECIFIC CLAIMS 

In a typical side car crash, they said, the 
door is pushed in on the driver, crushing his 
chest, pelvis and bladder and causing the 
collapse of one lung and a contusion to the 
heart. 

G.M. said that because of the wide variety 
of broadside crashes it could not make any 
specific claims about the reduction in the 
penetration of the passenger compartment. 
But it does say the improvement 1s 
"significant." 

The only way the company will really 
know, Mr. Hedeen said, is when safety re
searchers begin picking up wrecked cars from 
the Los Angeles Freeway. 

But he noted that dummies were almost 
demolished in tests of cars without the new 
protection, and were relatively intact after 
crash-testing on models with the guard rail. 

The guard rail required the redesign of 
the whole side of the car, Mr. Hedeen said, 
to make sure that there was enough room 
within the door for the bars without inter
ferring with the windows. 

In the past, industry critics have charged 
that the industry gave styling precedence 
over safety and design. 

"You always have trouble with styling, but 
they are getting the message, just like every
body else." Mr. Hedeen said. 

PRODUCTION LINE CHANGES 

The guard rail system also requires a costly 
rebuilding of a.M.'s door production lines, 
which pop out 10 doors a minute. 

Two and possibly three other safety ad
vances are expected in 1969 automobiles. 

The Ford Motor Company is developing a 
new frame for its big cars, which Ford says 
collapses at a more uniform rate than cur
rent frames. That would mean less shock 
passed on to the riders in a front-end col
lision. 

The Government will require head re
straints on all cars built after Jan. 1, 1969, 
to prevent whiplash injuries. 

Both General Motors and Ford are working 
on anti-skid systems, and some may be avail
able on a few 1969 models. 
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The Government's latest safety standards 

for the industry call for little that isn't al
ready on at least some cars. The reason, some 
safety experts say is that most of the infor
mation on vehicle safety has been exhausted. 

The latest developments, such as the guard 
rail and anti-skid systems, are coming from 
within the industry without Government 
prodding. 

The Government's safety agency probably 
intends to take the developments by indiVid
ual companies -and make them required 
standards for all cars. 

This adds a competitive factor because the 
company that develops a safety item then 
avoids the expense of catching up, the rush 
redesign and tooling required when the Gov
ernment makes the item mandatory. 

Talks with engineers at the various com
panies also indicate that the car men them
selves are beginning to be competitive about 
safety features, taking some pride in beat
ing the competition just as they boast about 
styling and performance victories. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MORTON 
Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, on April 

28, 1968, the American Good Govern
ment Society presented its cherished 
George Washington Award to Senator 
THRUSTON B. MORTON. 

I ask unanimous consent that the cita
tion accompanying that award be placed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the citation 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RESOLUTION OF TRmUTE AND HONOR: 
THRUSTON B. MORTON 

Patriot, Statesman, and Politician of rare 
Courage and Ability, has served our country 
:for 25 years-four in the United States Navy 
where he commanded two Men-of-War, six 
in the House of Representatives, three as 
Assistant Secretary of State, and now is in 
his 12th year in the United States Senate. 

Though a member of the Senate Minority, 
his Talents for the Arts of Statecraft and 
Politics stood high in shaping legislation, 
and winning elections for his Party. 

Senator Morton sees through the shams of 
politics that must be treated reverentially to 
succeed. He knows that every Nation under
stands its own affairs better than those of 
its neighbors, and that to escape our present 
perplexities we must look to able hard-work
ing Politicians, and not to fine principles of 
salvation newly discovered by theorists, 
fanatics and professional demagogues. Our 
country needs hundreds of men of Thruston 
Morton's courage and competence. 

CROP INSURANCE PROGRAM IN 
WISCONSIN 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, more and 
more Wisconsin counties have indicated 
their interest in participating in the pro
grams sponsored by the Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation, an agency of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture estab
lished by Congress 30 years ago. 

Last year, in my home State, some 
11,000 farmers in 28 counties carried 
more than $10 million protection on five 
separate crops--corn, oats, peas, soy
beans, and tobacco--and more than 1,500 
of them were paid nearly $500,000 in 
FCIC crop loss payments mostly on corn 
losses. It was not a big loss year in Wis
consin for Federal crop insurance--but 
during the last 20 years FCIC has paid 
farmers of the State more than $8% 
million. The biggest 1-year loss payment 
was $1% million in 1964. 

Over the last 25 years, the causes of 
loss on which FCIC paid Wisconsin 
farmers included 42 percent for drought, 
24 percent for excess moisture, 17 per
cent for winterkill, and the remaining 17 
percent for wind, flood, insects, disease, 
and others. 

Indicative of the growth of Federal 
crop insurance activity in Wisconsin is 
the fact that 20 years ago the total an
nual premium paid by farmers of the 
State was $83,000 as compared with 
nearly $800,000 in 1967. 

Participation in this voluntary pro
gram has more than doubled nationally 
in the last 6 years mainly because the 
cost of farming has increased so greatly 
and with it the farmer's financial risk. 
Today's American farmer invests about 
$4 for every $1 of potential profit from a 
good crop. If he loses his crop, he loses 
with it his expected profits for that and 
the succeeding years, which could spell 
bankruptcy for many. So it isn't surpris
ing that more and more farmers are us
ing Federal all-risk crop insurance to be 
sure they can be back in business the 
next year, come what may in the way of 
unforeseen weather disaster. 

Even in the good crop years, more and 
more farmers are finding their Federal 
crop insurance policies valuable as col
lateral for bank loans. In the last 2 
years, 29 Wisconsin banks have become 
eligible to write FCIC applications. 

THE GOOD WORK OF THE FARMERS 
HOME ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the 
Farmers Home Administration has an 
active program in Alaska. More than 
1,000 loans totaling about $9 million were 
serviced by the Farmers Home Adminis
tration in my State at the beginning of 
1968. 

The men in charge of the national 
farm program here in WaslUngton, D.C., 
are familiar with the development needs 
in Alaska. Deputy Administrator Floyd 
Higbee has traveled throughout much 
of the State. Administrator Howard 
Bertsch, who comes from Oregon, has 
long understood the desirability of devel
oping agricultural potential of the 49th 
State. 

Exact figures show that 1,078 loans to 
977 Alaskan families had been made as 
of January 1, 1968. These loans totaled 
$8,899,768. More than 25 percent, 312 
amounting to $2.6 million, were made 
during fiscal year 1967. 

In 1967, the heavy volume of work 
made necessary the opening of a fourth 
Alaska Farmers Home Administration 
office at Wrangell. This office serves the 
area stretching from Yakatat to Ketchi
kan. 

Farmers Home Administration credit 
supplements rather than supplants the 
financing which is available through nor
mal channels, such as the local banks. 
Its borrowers would have not been able 
to obtain loans a:t reasonable rates if the 
services of the Farmers Home Adminis
tration had not been available. 

In Alaska loans for rural housing
which in many instances enabled fam
ilies to move from wholly inadequate, 
dilapidated and sometimes unsafe quar-

ters into new homes-totaled $6.5 mil
lion. 

Another $1 million of the $8.9 million 
total was used by farm operators to pur
chase farms, make needed adjustments 
in operations, or recover from an emer
gency situation such as a crop loss 
brought about by natural disaster. 

Some 500 native Alaskan families, lo
cated primarily in remote areas, have ob
tained economic opportunity loans to
taling more than $700,000 from the 
Farmers Home Administration. These 
families have bought essential equipment 
to increase their incomes. 

A milestone was established by 
Farmers Home Administration in Alaska 
last year when the first community facil
ities loan ever made in the State was ap
proved for the city of Wrangell. This loan 
of $408,600, supplemented by a develop
ment grant of $197,200, is being used to 
rebuild and extend the city's water sup
ply system. This construction is of direct 
benefit to 264 Wrangell families. 

Even now the State director of the 
Farmers Home Administration for 
Alaska and Oregon, Robert Pierce, of 
Portland, is working with our State gov
ernment to initiate surveys of the water 
and sewage disposal needs of Alaska 
communities with up to 5,500 population 
to see how they may be aided by compre
hensive planning grants which are avail
able through FHA. 

It is my hope that the $25 million 
which has been voted by the Senate for 
Farmers Home Administration programs 
will be approved. The development of 
rural America is important. We must 
make it possible for the positive aspects 
of our society to reach all of its mem
bers. Much can be done through the 
Farmers Home Administration to realize 
this goal. 

TAX-EXEMPT INDUSTRIAL BONDS 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I have 

just received a concurrent resolution 
adopted by the Oklahoma State Legis
lature urging the continuation of the 
tax-exempt status of industrial revenue 
bonds. The resolution adopted by the 
Oklahoma State Legislature points out 
that the action proposed by the Treasury 
Department to discontinue tax exemp
tion for industrial revenue bonds will 
adversely effect financing of industrial 
development in the State of Oklahoma, 
including the Oklahoma industrial fi
nancing authorities' second mortgage 
loan program-for which funds are ob
tained from sale of the State's obliga
tion bond-county and city general ob
ligation bonds, revenue bonds issued by 
public trust authorities, and the pro
posal of the Treasury Department op
erates to bring a virtual halt to the pos
sibility of industrial development pro
grams in many and especially the smaller 
communities in Oklahoma. 

Mr. President, on March 26 of this 
year, I joined with the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CURTis], in 
cosponsoring an amendment to H.R. 
15414, which reversed the proposed 
Treasury Department's action and re
stored the tax-exempt status of indus
trial revenue bonds. I cosponsored a 
similar amendment to the bill in the 
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Committee on Finance, and both these 
amendments were subsequently adopted 
by the committee and the Senate. Un
fortunately, during the later considera
tion of the so-called Williams substitute 
for H.R. 15414, the amendments to con
tinue the tax-exempt status of industrial 
revenue bonds were delerted. I stated dur
ing the debate on this topic that in Okla
homa it has been estimated that the dis
continuation of the tax-exempt status 
for these types of revenue bonds would 
immediately block the employment of as 
many as 16,000 people. Twelve counties 
and 11 municipalities in Oklahoma 
are geared up to provide industrial plants 
under this type of financing, and at least 
$16 million of nonexpended bond funds 
could be frozen if the Treasury Depart
ment were to proceed with its proposal 
to discontinue the long-standing practice 
of allowing an exemption on these tax
exempt bonds. 

My position on this matter is still firm 
in that I believe that a great deal of 
study and deliberation should be given to 
the proposal to discontinue tax exempt 
industrial revenue bonds, and I would 
hope that the proposal of the Treasury 
Department would not be implemented 
without the appropriate action by Con
gress authorizing Treasury to do so. 

My colleague, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEY], has also spoken out firmly in op
position to the proposed action by the 
Treasury Department to discontinue the 
tax exempt Etatus of industrial revenue 
bonds. Senator MoNRONEY fully realizes 
the importance of industrial revenue 
bond financing to the future industrial 
development and growth of our State 
and has fought vigorously to continue 
tax exempt bonds. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD, En
rolled Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 
52 which expresses the position of the 
Oklahoma State Legislature with respect 
to tax exempt industrial revenue bonds 
and which was adopted on the 18th day 
of March, 1968, by the Legislature of the 
State of Oklahoma. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. CoN. RES. 52 
A concuiTent resolution memorializing the 

Congress of the United States to invoke its 
rightful power to determine a question of 
public policy and to nullify the recent rul
ings of the Treasury Department imposing 
a nonexempt status of financing for indus
trial development under Section 103 of the 
Internal Revenue Code; and directing dis
tribution 
Whereas, the United States Treasury De

partment has just struck a body blow to 
state industrial development financing by the 
issuance of Revenue Ruling 54-106, C.B. 
1954-1, 28, Revenue Ruling 57-87, C.B. 1957-
1, 65, and Revenue Ruling 63-20, C.B. 1963-1, 
24; and 

Whereas, said Treasury rulings constitute 
a reconsideration of the Treasury Depart
ment's position on the current tax exempt 
status of industrial development financing 
under Section 103 of the Internal Revenue 
Code; and 

Whereas, such action adversely affects fi
nancing of industrial development in this 
State, including the Oklahoma Industrial 
Finance Authority's second mortgage loan 

program (for which funds are obtained from 
sale of this State's General Obligation 
Bonds), county and city general obligation 
bonds, revenue bond·s issued by public trust 
authorities, and operates to bring to a vir
tual halt the possib111ty of industrial devel
opment programs in many, and especially the 
smaller, communities in Oklahoma; and 

Whereas, the obvious result of the change in 
the Treasury's position will be to materially 
reduce reliance upon private and local capital 
for industrial development within this State 
and to force greater dependence upon Federal 
funds for such purpose, and is in direct op
position to the Johnson Administration's en
deavor to reduce unemployment; and 

Whereas, such Department ruling not only 
arbitrarily affects the rights and functions 
of the government of a free people but con
stitutes an arbitrary usurpation and inva
sion of powers by an agency which rightfully 
belongs to Congress as a matter of public 
policy. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Sen
ate of the second session of the thirty-first 
Oklahoma Legislature, the House of Repre
sentatives concurring therein: 

SECTION 1. That the Congress of the United 
States be, and is hereby respectfully re
quested to invoke its rightful power to dete~
mine a question of public policy and to 
nullify the recent rulings of the Treasury 
Department by which tax exempt status 
under Section 103 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is removed from financing of itrdustrial 
development programs. 

SECTION 2. That duly authenticated copies 
of this Resolution, after consideration and 
enrollment, be prepared and sent to each 
member of the Oklahoma Congressional 
Delegation and to the Chief Clerks of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
each State. 

Adopted by the Senate the 13th day of 
March, 1968. 

CLEM MCSPADDEN' 
President pro tempore of the Senate. 

Adopted by the House of Representatives 
the 18th day of March, 1968. 

REX PRIVETT, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Witness my hand and the seal of my 

ofilce at the State Capitol this 25th day of 
March, 1968. 

BASIL R. WILSON, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

M~TARYPROCUREMENT 
PRACTICES 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, on 
several previous occasions I have called 
to the attention of the Senate certain 
practices in military procurement which 
I felt needed correction. In one of these 
instances, on September 19, 1967, I cited 
illustrations showing the need for the 
use of open competition in the procure
ment by the Army of a radio set which 
had the nomenclature AN/PRC-77, and 
its RT-841 radio transmitter. 

The history of the procurement of this 
equipment showed that it was developed 
by RCA at a cost to the American tax
payer of $694,593. Under the first pro
duction contract awarded to RCA under 
date of June 26, 1966, for 5,737 units of 
the AN/PRC-77 radio set, the unit price 
was $1,222.34. This contract also included 
an amount of $54,834 for manufacturing 
drawings of this radio set. Supposedly, 
the purpose of obtaining these drawings 
was to permit the use of open competi
tion on future procurements of this 
equipment. 

However, on April 28, 1967, the Army 
negotiated a second noncompetitive pro-

duction contract with RCA for 10,500 
units of the AN/PRC-77 radio set, justi
fied on the basis of ''urgency of delivery 
and lack of manufacturing drawings." 
The price under this second noncompeti
tive production contract was $937.16 per 
unit. The total amount of this second 
production contract, including ancillary 
items, was $10,087,431. 

In the exchange of correspondence 
which followed my remarks on the Sen
ate floor during the months of September 
and October last year, Maj. Gen. William 
B. Latta, commander, U.S. Army Elec
tronics Command, Fort Monmouth, N.J., 
informed me that future procurements 
of this equipment would be accomplished 
through the use of open competitive 
bidding. 

Mr. President, I wish to advise the Sen
ate that General Latta was true to his 
word. Invitation for bid No. DAAB-05-
68-B-0218 issued by the U.S. Army Elec
tronics Command for radio set AN/PRC-
77 was opened in Philadelphia, Pa., on 
April 25, 1968. Twenty companies sub
mitted bids to supply the 4,408 units the 
first year plus a multiyear requirement 
for 36,237 units of the AN/PRC-77 and 
140 units the first year plus 3,286 units 
of the multiyear requirement of the 
RT-841. 

As I expected, when the bids were 
opened, the price of this equipment 
dropped to almost half the unit price 
previously paid to RCA. Even RCA's un
successful bid dropped its own multiyear 
unit price to two-thirds the amount pre
viously paid to RCA by the Army for this 
equipment. I think this case serves as an 
excellent example of the multimillion
dollar savings which can be accomplished 
in military procurement through use of 
open competitive bidding. General Latta 
should be commended for following 
through on this matter, and I hope that 
he will extend this procedure to many 
other procurement actions in the future. 
Very substantial savings to the taxpayers 
would result from this course of action. 

Mr. President, on February 5, 1968, I 
brought to the attention of the Senate 
and the Select Committee on Small Busi
ness a failure on the part of the Naval 
Air Systems Command to make readily 
available to prospective bidders the 
essential technical information upon 
which to base their bids. Rear Adm. 
Joseph L. Howard, Deputy Chief of Naval 
Materiel-Procurement and Produc
tion-responded to my remarks by 
saying: 

Senator Dominick is right. We do have to 
correct and improve our information setup 
insofar as keeping our bidders informed of 
where they can obtain proper bid packages, 
proper specifications, blueprints, drawings 
and whatnot. We have a program now in 
being that has just started in which the 
Naval Ship Systems Command, for example, 
places in its invitations for bids and its 
requests for proposals-wherever the repro
duction of drawings, blueprints a;nd plans 
is a highly expensive effort--we have given 
in our invitations lists of activities through
out the country where these may be inspooted 
on the pre:m.ises by anyone wishing to travel 
to these poitllts. 

Now, there are about 12 to 15 locations 
throughout the country where these may be 
seen. 

We have, in addition to that, added terms 
in our invita.tlons that they can write to 
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Washington to our Navy Publications and 
Printing Office and for a small price may 
obtain these drawings, blueprints, and what
ever technical data that they require in order 
to make an intelligent bid. 

Now, this program is just beginning. Naval 
Ship Systems Command has it in being. I 
have a sample of one of their invitations with 
me here. We have not installed that as yet iu 
the Naval Air Systems Command. 

Senator Dominick is correct. We should do 
so, and we will do so, and all the other sys
tems commands will follow soon. 

I should like to point out a further 
example to Admiral Howard to illustrate 
that following through with this proce
dure in other naval systems commands 
will produce significant savings for the 
taxpayer and prevent the abuses so often 
connected with noncompetitive sole
source procurement actions. 

Among the many procurement actions 
which I have been following is one which 
involves an 8¥2-pound electronic device 
identified by the official nomenclature 
SB-973/SRR. This is a relatively simple 
piece of equipment that was designed to 
transfer the audio output of radio com
munications receivers to remote control 
station audio circuits. The complete as
sembly is housed in an aluminum cabinet 
9¥2 inches high by 5 Ys inches wide and 7 
inches deep overall. Under 10 contracts 
issued since 1962, this equipment has 
been purchased by the Navy without 
competition from the same manufac
turer, Tabet Manufacturing Co., Inc., 
Norfolk, Va., at prices that ranged as 
high as $197 each for a quantity of 200 
purchased in September 1966. The most 
recent price for 6,250 units, i·ssued in 
March 1967, carried a unit price of 
$113.59. 

I became interested in this procure
ment item when I learned that the Navy 
Electronics Supply Office, Great Lakes, 
Dl., was preparing to negotiate yet an
other noncompetitive sole-source con
tract with this manufacturer. I received a 
copy of a telegram which had been re
ceived by another manufacturer who 
sought to submit a proposal under this 
Navy request identified as RFP N00126-
68-R-8L1003. In a single unpunctuated 
sentence, 205 words long, the telegram 
read as follows: 

This telegram constitutes amendment 
No. 1 RFP N00126-68-R-8L1003 dated 8 Dec. 
1967 and will be confirmed by formal amend
ment closing date is extendoo to 22 Jan. 1968 
it has been determined that Tech Manual 
Navyships 945337 is not a part of the neces
sary specifications describing the material 
covered under this solicitation and would not 
be beneficial to any prospective offeror either 
in comp111ng an offer or in fabrication of re
quired materi·al furthel' such manual is not 
readily available for distribution to prospec
tive offerors by the Govt. therefore any infer
ence to the contrary notwithstanding such 
manual will not be made avallable upon re
quest and is not a part of the solicitation 
notwithstanding any re})Tese.ntatlons either 
direct or implied as to the applicability o! 
the clause of the solicitation entitled patent 
indemnity it is reaffirmed that such clause 
is in fact a part of this solicitation based 
on presently available iniformatl.on in the 
event additional facts if any are made avail
able to the Government after the specified 
closing date revealing such inclusion to be 
inappropriate negotiation with the low oif
feror(s) will be undertaken for its deletion 
with a resultant equitable reduction in pro-

posal price US Navy Electronics Supply Office 
G<rea,t Lakes TIL 

A careful reading of this telegram dis
closed that the Navy Electronics Supply 
Office intended to withhold from other 
prospective bidders the vital technical 
manual (Navyships 94537). Fortuna.tely, 
this was brought to the attention of Mr. 
A. N. Spence, Director, Navy PublicaJtion 
and Printing Service, looa.ted here in 
Washington. Mr. Spence promptly pro
ceeded to make this technical manual 
available to the entire electronics indus
try since this little handbook was actual
ly carried as a stock item in the Navy 
Supply Depot, Philadelphia, Pa. 

As a result of these actions by Ad
miral Howard and Mr. Spence, four valid 
bids were received. The price dropped to 
$80.10 per unit, saving the taxpayers a 
total of $123,080 this year over the 
price first quoted by the former sole
source supplier of this equipment before 
competitive bids were made possible in 
this procurement action. 

I am sure there are many other equal
ly valid examples where significant sav
ings can be realized, and I urge Ad
miral Howard and the Navy to proceed 
at full speed with plans to expand the 
use of open competitive bidding in pro
curement transactions. 

HUMAN RIGHTS ADDRESS IN TEH
RAN, ffiAN, BY ROY WILKINS, 
U.S. DELEGATION CHAffiMAN 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 

International Conference on Human 
Rights at Tehran, Iran, now in its final 
week, recently heard Roy Wilkins, chair
man of the U.S. delegation, present a 
scholarly report tracing this Nation's 
progress in the field of human rights. 

Mr. Wilkins voiced hope for the con
tinuation of the battle to obtain liberty 
and equality for everyone on an in
ternational scale. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
always manifested concern for the rights 
of man and it is my view that we must 
face the responsibilities of human life, 
human rights, and the fundamental 
question of human dignity. 

Mr. Wilkins' speech is most note
worthy. I urge Senators to read the re
marks of this outstanding American and 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY ROY Wn.KINS, CHAIRMAN OF THE 

U.S. DELEGATION AT THE INTERNATIONAL 

CONFERENCE ON HUMAN RIGHTS, TEHRAN, 
!RAN, APRIL 24, 1968 
In a world which is round there 1s no 

center. History, however, has central points 
and certainly a great many of these focus 
on this ancient land of Iran. 

We are grateful for the opportunity to 
meet here and to enjoy the hospitality of a. 
wise and progressive sovereign, to see the 
great material achievements of his reign, 
and to know first-hand of his dedication to 
the principles of human rights. The Shahan
~ha's white revolution has brought new 
meaning to human rights in Iran, through 
his vast campaign for literacy, through rights 
for women, through social and economic de
velopment, land reform and other progres
sive programs. 

We are certain that the President of this 
conference, Her Imperial Highness, Prin
cess Ashraf, wlll preside with efficiency and 
fairness, and that under her leadership we 
shall do useful work. 

During the darkest days of the last world 
war, President Franklin D. Roosevelt, whose 
wife became one of the principal architects 
of the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, met with Prime Minister Churchill 
and took a long look beyond the war towards 
peace and reconstruction. The President and 
the Prime Minister proclaimed the Four Free
doms: Freedom of Speech; Freedom of Reli
gion; Freedom from Want and Freedom from 
Fear. Every human right enumerated since, 
political, civil, economic, social, including 
the twenty-nine articles of the Universal 
Declaration, are embodied within these Four 
Freedoms. 

One may wonder why in the midst of a 
total war, whose outcome was then in doubt, 
and long before these same leaders met in 
this dynamic city, Roosevelt and Churchlll 
should proclaim not a call to war but a call 
for human rights and fundamental free
doms. No doubt these statesmen then 
recognized the truth President John F. 
Kennedy later stated a few months be
fore his death: "What is peace, after all, 
but a matter of human rights?" 

It was in 1941 and it is today a fact of 
international life that most of the hot wars 
and uncertain peace are caused by depri
vations, actual or threatened, of basic hu
man rights. Warm and secure peace can only 
be founded on the confidence and satisfac
tion generated by respect for human dignity, 
which is the foundation of human rights. 

The authors of the Four Freedoms did not 
engage in the sterile and useless debate over 
the relative merits and priorities of civil 
and political as compared with economic 
and social rights. They knew that all of these 
freedoms were interdependent just as all of 
the twenty-nine articles of the Universal 
Declaration are inter-related and are all 
priority items on mankind's agenda. 

Nor were these author-statesmen naive. 
Surely they did not assume that a world 
striving to release Hitler's grip would soon 
be prepared for a human rights millenium. 
They sought as the United Nations did seven 
years later in the Universal Declaration to 
hold a goal before the world as an inspira
tion and a prod. In 1941 my country was 
apt to express an unbounded and I would 
say an unjustified pride in its human rights 
record. Measured by that of most other states, 
the United States did have then a fair 
record, but it was below the ideal. The United 
States possessed in 1941 the political and 
civil framework within which injustice, then 
confidently in force in a dismaying number 
of areas, would not permanently endure, but 
it was not the framework which it is now 
becoming and will someday be. 

The deficiencies of the United States have 
largely been the result of a false sense of 
perception. The vision of the Universal Dec
laration and our association in the United 
Nations systems have been very helpful in 
expanding our sights. 

It may be very much in point for me to 
outline the tortuous path by which the 
United States has corrected its past myopia 
about human rights, often by pain and 
once by a civil war. 

We, of all people, should now know that 
the fabric of human rights is woven in many 
strands, many of which are broken in a 
process which is tiring and unending. 

In 1787 when the United States Constitu
tion was written, the charter was very ad
vanced for its age but its protections were 
limited to civil and political rights. From 
most of these, one-quarter of the population 
was excluded as slaves and one-half as wom
en. The fabric was certainly not complete. 

In the 1860's a terrible war erupted over 
slavery-that supreme denial of human 
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rights. Following the war the Constitution 
was amended to abolish slavery, to guaran
tee equally to the freed man, and to en
franchise him. Elaborate supplementary leg
islation was enacted. The black man soon 
found that the promises of constitution and 
law, as in so many other countries, were 
illusory. Segregation, inequality, and dis
crimination persisted in other forms. The 
fabric was not complete--the American ideal 
remained a dream for the black man. 

From 1876, the date of the last post-civil 
war civil rights bills, until 1947 the nation 
slept and the new Negro American citizen 
suffered. In 1947, a very short time before 
the UN proclaimed the Universal Declara
tion, President Truman's Civil Rights Com
mission gave the nation its report. It con
tained the then revolutionary sentence, "Ra. 
cial segregation must be eliminated from 
American life." President Truman led the 
way by abolishing, through an executive or
der on July 26, 1948, racial segregation in all 
branches of the U.S. Armed Services. From 
that date on, the nation has moved from 
apathy to action. In 1954, our Supreme Court 
in a unanimous decision in a historic case, 
outlawed differentiation between citizens on 
the basis of race and thus, at last, brought 
black Americans under the umbrella of the 
U.S. Constitution. From 1957 to 1968, the 
Congress, overcoming opposition, filibuster, 
and other obstructions, has enacted five civil 
rights bills. After each, too many thought 
the fabric was completed. But many wise 
men knew otherwise. These acts were each 
forward leaps and were accomplished after 
the American public was outraged by what 
it learned from a free press, radio, and tele
vision or from arousal by public protests. 

Many complain that the press and broad
cast media in the United States focus ex
cessively on the bad points in the country 
and not enough on its virtues. Neverthe
less, the Birmingham police dogs, the mur
der of my co-worker Medgar Evers, and the 
creative protest of Dr. Martin Luther King, 
excoriating our society-all reported on tele
vision-have destroyed apathy, excited the 
American conscience, and have spelled the 
eventual doom of discrimination in the 
United States. Given freedom of speech, of 
press, of assembly and total access to the 
ballot box, any other reading of the Ameri
can future is as false as it is cynical. 

By 1964, when federal law opened up 
places of public accommodation to all Ameri
cans, many thought, "now the battle is 
over-the human rights fabric has been 
completed." It was not so. For Americans 
have discovered that poverty--often the end 
product of discrimination-cripples men. It 
often cripples so much that its victims can
not use newly gained economic and social 
rights. President Lyndon B. Johnson said it 
best: "Thus it is not enough just to open 
the gates of opportunity. All of our citizens 
must have the ability to walk through these 
gates." We Americans are merely beginning 
to implement a full panoply of economic 
and social rights which will validate the 
promise of American life. 

There is not the slightest doubt in my 
mind about my country's glittering future 
for all Americans-black men and white, In
dians, Protestants, Catholics, Jews and non
believers. Such a statement is justified by 
the confidence that the President of the na
tion, its courts system, and belatedly its 
national legislature, are fully committed 
towards this ideal-and the country wm 
surely follow. 

However, I confess my own myopia as I 
have my vision extended by the young people 
whose sights embrace more opportunities for 
self-expression and self-development than I 
ever dreamed for my generation. And other 
g.enerations to follow wlll further expand the 
range of vision. The fabric of human rlghts 
is never completed-and may its borders 
never be limited by the sight of one group, 
one system, or one generation. 

In the international field, we have pro
claimed more human rights than we have 
implemented. The Universal Declaration is 
properly named. Its ideals are universally 
accepted but it remains a declaration and 
not a fact. 

In part the problem is the unlimited claim 
of national sovereignty. I submit that under 
the United Nations Charter no nation 1s 
entitled to wrong its own citizens. Either 
the Charter provisions dealing with human 
rights have meaning or they are a cruel 
fraud. If these provisions are meaningful, 
they must carry their trust into the boun
daries of member states. Human rights vio
lations on this planet (except in Antarctica 
or outer space) occur in the territories of 
states. 

Some contend that the UN system is in
competent to discuss human rights viola
tions except in southern Africa or in asso
ciation with hostilities. This is an artificial, 
contrived and unbalanced view-unsup
ported by the Charter or the principles of 
the United Nations. 

The United States has benefited by criti
cism in the United Nations forum. Much of 
this has been ill-informed-some even mis
chievous-but no actual harm is done and 
much good has been accomplished. What I 
have said does not detract from the efforts 
of the United Nations to modify and hope
fully to obliterate colonialism where it st111 
exists and apartheid and other disgraces in 
southern Afrioa. Some day this discrimina
tion by a minority against the majority must 
yield, even more certainly than that of a 
majority against a minority in my own coun
try. I predict here the end of apartheid in 
South Africa--if South Africa is to survive. 

However, the UN system lacks the machin
ery to implement its human rights standards. 
We have been great on production-and 
deficient in distribution. Admittedly in the 
present state of the art, the most effective 
implementation tool is the spotlight of in
ternational conscience and concern. However, 
this useful principle needs to be institution
alized in order to be focused for maximum 
effect. This is why we have been deeply in
terested in the Costa Rican proposal for a 
UN High Commlssioner for Human Rights. 
We meet on the 20th anniversary of the UN 
Declaration of Human Rights. What will be 
the state of human rights around the world 
20 years hence? How will the UN system con
tribute to this development? I have no an
swer but I can be forgiven a fiight of imagi
nation: a rising standard of living; a revolu
tion in communications and technology; the 
escalation of expectations, material and 
spiritual. All these will excite populations 
everywhere. 

No state in any system will be able to fence 
out ideas or fence in people. All shall learn 
from all and mankind will enjoy a commu
nality now unrealized. There will be national 
differences, but there will be aspirations for 
expression and opportunity which wlll over
leap all boundaries. States of every system 
must prepare to accept freedoms-with South 
Africa included--or accept the fate of states 
which cannot live with liberty and with 
change. Change, domestic and international, 
will require a commitment to action. As the 
President's National Advisory Commission on 
Civil Disorders, of which I was a member, 
stated: "A commitment to aotion-compes
sionate, massive and sustained-new atti
tudes, new understanding, and above all, new 
will." 

We in the United States are not com
pletely changed but the tortuous record I 
have reviewed shows that we have worked 
for change, inch after excruciating inch. This 
commitment and will of which I have spoken, 
now bright, now grim, must mark the way 
internationally if the world is to fulfill the 
promise of the unprecedented step by the 
United Nations in 1948. 

The Universal Declaration points the way 
for ordered liberty. It encompasses two of the 

abiding principles of the great Iranian 
teacher, Zoroaster: "good thoughts, good 
words." 

My country's flags are st111 at half-mast
mourning the assassination of my friend 
Martin Luther King, Jr. He used the free
doms of my land to free it of the dreadful 
heritage of slavery and its aftermath. His 
life had purpose and his death will have 
meaning if we adopt all three of Zoroaster's 
principles which I now leave with you: "good 
thoughts, good words, good deeds." 

THE BALANCE OF TRADE 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, recent 

statistics show that the U.S. balance ot 
trade has been seriously impaired and 
tha;t a critical situation confronts us. 
The trade surplus in the first quarter of 
the current year was only $700 million, 
compared with $1.4 billion in the first 
quarter last year. Imports during this 
quarter are 15 percent higher than in the 
first quarter of 1967, whereas exports 
are only 3 percent higher. Even so, ex
ports fell from February to March by 12 
percent, resulting in an import surplus 
of $150 million for the month. 

These are sobering sta.tistics. There 
are a number of short-term, as well as 
fundamental, causative factors. Three of 
them are: The l·arge volume of copper 
imports during the first months of the 
year, the dock strike in March, and im
ports resulting from steel hedging by 
users in this country in anticipation of a 
major work stoppage in the steel 
industry. 

But there are also important funda
mental economic faotors at work shap
ing these adverse U.S. trade flows. Essen
tially, the continuing rate of domestic 
inflation creates a demand which is at
tracting imports, while at the same time 
U.S. exports are becoming more costly
and thus less competitive-in world 
markets. 

The problems of the U.S. balance of 
trade are indeed serious. They under
soore the urgency of necessary corrective 
action. A return to domestic economic 
stability through a tax increase and a 
reduction in Federal spending is very 
clearly in order. Such positive funda
mental remedies are much preferable to 
regressive remedies such as border taxes, 
import surcharges and other barriers to 
trade. An excellent editorial published in 
the New York Times of April 26 contains 
a crisp analysis of the situation. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, concern 

for the continuing balance-of-payments 
deficit of the United States is not lim
ited to this country. It has caused wide 
international consternation as well. In 
fact, our foreign trading partners and 
our allies in various international orga
nizations have strongly W'ged the United 
States to take those fundamental steps 
necessary to stabilize the domestic econ
omy by reducing the deficit in Govern
ment expenditW'es, just as over the years 
we have urged them to put their fiscal 
houses in order. More important, while 
pointing to the essential remedies of the 
U.S. problem, these countries have 
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shown a sincere willingness to make im
portant concessions on their own part to 
assist the United States to improve our 
payments position. 

Particularly notable is the recent offer 
by the British and the other members of 
the European Free Trade Association, 
joined by Japan and other major trad
ing countries, to speed up their applica
tion of the tariff cuts agreed to in the 
Kennedy round of trade negotiations, 
while allowing the United states to de
lay implementation of those same agree
ments. The European Community has 
recently indicated that it, too, would be 
willing to extend similar assistance to 
the United States, were the United States 
to promise to abolish by 1969 its special 
customs treatment for a limited number 
of chemical items, and to promise not to 
impose new trade restrictions. 

Essentially, this offer was a fair one. 
The United States stands to gain mean
ingful assistance to improve its balance 
of trade: Accelerating European tariff 
cuts would give our exports a 3-year 
tariff advantage, while the delay in U.S. 
tariff cuts would tend to hold back U.S. 
imports. In exchange, the Community 
merely asked that the United States 
abide by commitments it has already 
made. In the Kennedy round we made 
a separate tentative agreement--which 
must be ratified by Congress- to abol
ish the special customs treatment for 
chemical dyes-the American selling 
price system or ASP-in return for 
meaningful European chemical tariff 
cuts, for a modification of the Common 
Market's discriminatory taxes on U.S. 
autos, for British cuts in tariffs on U.S. 
tobacco. Under the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade, the United States 
and 74 other countries agree not to im
pose new import res.trictions, particu
larly quotas, except under special condi
tions set forth in the GATT treaty. 

Mr. President, the administration
particularly the Special Representative 
for Trade Negotiations-should take the 
Common Market acceleration offer very 
seriously. It should be treated at least as 
an important negotiable offer. At the 
same time, Europeans should understand 
that it would be difficult for the admin
istration to promise to abolish the ASP 
system of customs valuation on dyes be
fore the end of this year. The Europeans 
should consider that pressing fiscal and 
social legislation and the presidential 
election will very seriously complicate 
the legislative procedures that must be 
followed if ASP is to be removed. 

Eric Wyndham-White, the astute Di
rector-General of the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade, has taken a lead
ing role in proposing a solution that may 
be acceptable both to the United States 
and to the European Community. The 
Wyndham-White proposal is said sub
stantially to meet the major U.S. con
ditions, as well as the European. If this 
is true, the administration should accept 
it, for the alternative that the adminis
tration believes itself forced to accept
a tariff surcharge on U.S. imports-would 
not only 'be an inappropriate remedy for 
the fundamental payments problem, but 
it would also seriously impair-perhaps 
destroy-our historically successfully re-

ciprocal trade liberalization policy. It 
would seriously alienate those groups in 
the United States which have defended 
and forwarded that policy. It would open 
the floodgate to a sweeping wave of pro
tectionist pressure to reestablish general 
high level of tariff rates in the United 
States. 

In addition to the New York Times 
editorial previously mentioned, I am 
pleased to note three additional edi
torials which also analyze and support a 
positive approach to the liberal offer of 
our trading partners. A Washington 
Post editorial of April14 terms the Com
mon Market's proposal a "fair tariff 
offer" and concludes that "there is noth
ing onerous about any of" the Common 
Market's conditions. 

A Wall Street Journal editorial of 
April 17 calls the Common Market pro
position "eminently fair." The Journal 
criticizes the administration's proposed 
tariff surcharges in these terms : 

It's true that our trade surplus has lately 
been narrowed, partly by copper imports dur
ing the recent BY:! month strike. In addition, 
inflation is making U.S. exports relatively 
less attractive and imports relatively more so. 
The solution to this problem, however, is 
more responsible Federal financial policies
not new restrictions on imports. 

An editorial published in the New York 
Journal of Commerce of April 23 states: 

By encouraging U.S. exports to the Com
mon Market during a period in which EEC 
is willing to suffer a damper on its own ex
ports to this country, this offer very well 
could produce that $500 million reduction 
that President Johnson is seeking in our bal
ance of payments deficit. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
additional editorials be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the New York Times, Apr. 26, 1968] 
THE TRADE DEFICIT AND COMMON MARKET'S 

OFFER 

The announcement that the United States 
imported more in March than it exported, 
combined with the record gold loss registered 
during the same period, gives fresh evidence 
of the toll that inflation has been taking out 
the economy. It is true that the deficit in 
trade last month was partly due to the 
eleven-day longshoremen's strike on the New 
York docks. Yet the once huge surplus that, 
year in and year out, the nation enjoyed in 
in its trade with the rest of the world is now 
in serious jeopardy. 

Comparatively little attention has been 
paid to the alarmingly rapid deterioration in 
the competitive position of the United States. 
The Administration has concentrated on 
plugging up the drains caused by private 
investment, tourism and aid, apparently tak
ing it for granted that the surplus in trade 
would last forever. Even as late as last Janu
ary the President predicted that the 1968 
would see a trade surplus of over $4.5 b1111on 
which was mere wishful thinking in view of 
the shrinkage over the past three years. 

It is easy to explain what has been happen
ing. Demand for imports has been spurred by 
Washington's aggresively expansionist mone
tary and spending policies. At the same time, 
exports have suffered because American pro
ducers have been increasing prices relatively 
faster than their foreign competitors and 
they have also been hindered by insufficient 
export credit. In addition, the war in Vietnam 

has brought much more rapid increases in 
military purchases .than in military sales 
abroad. And if the war and inflationary pres
sure continue, it is safe to predict that the 
trade balance will continue to worsen. 

The Administration can no longer ignore 
the frightening deterioration in trade. Nor 
will American industry. In fact, there is 
danger that the shrinkage in the surplus will 
provoke increased pressure for protectionist 
measures. Such a course would be economi
cally suicidal, because it would stimulate 
rather than dampen domestic inflation and 
because it would trigger instant retaliation 
against American exports. In the long run, 
the once permanent trade surplus might be
come a permanent deficit. 

A much more sensible way to attack the 
problem is, of course, through increased tax
ation. A rise in taxes will not halt inflation 
overnight. It might even lead to some further 
increase in prices as manufacturers seek to 
protect their profits. But it would slow down 
demand for goods, so that the accelerating 
increase in imports would be halted. And if 
military expenditures abroad could be re
duced along with nonessential domestic 
spending, the nation would be in a position 
to regain its competitive stature in world 
trade. 

The United States simply cannot afford a 
prolongati.on of complacency. The warnings 
have become more and more frequent, the 
danger closer and closer. Failure of Con
gress to take action in the near future is to 
invite a new attack on the dollar, with all 
the extreme danger that that implies. 

Yesterday's anouncement of the trade defi
cit emphasizes the desirability of accept
ing the Common Market's recent offer of 
temporary tariff concessions to the United 
States. If other large trading nations follow 
suit, the American trade balance should 
benefit by several hundred million dollars. 

The Common Market offer does not go so 
far as had been hoped, but it probably went 
as far as was politically feasible. The two 
conditions attached to the offer, on French 
insistence, are unpleasant in their phrasing 
and time limit. But, in substance, the quid 
pro quo asked by the Common Market is 
minimal. 

The proviso that the United States refrain 
from new protectionist measures or export 
subsidies was implicit in the Kennedy Round 
negotiation. The insistence that the United 
States repeal the protectionist "American 
Selling Price" system of chemical tariffs by 
January merely places a deadline on legis
lation the United States engaged itself to seek 
when it signed the Kennedy Round agree
ments. 

The problem, of course, is that some import 
quota or other protectionist measure may 
pass Congress, attached to a bill that the 
President cannot veto. Or the Congress in 
this year's short session may postpone re
peal of the A.S.P. system. Nevertheless, the 
Administration would do well not to resist 
the Common Market conditions, but to use 
them as further arguments with the Con
gress against protectionist action. Mean
while, an important pitfall must be skirted. 

The Common Market proposals would ac
celerate by one year the progressive tariff 
cuts the Europeans agreed to m ake during 
th·e Kennedy Round. They would also per
mit the United States to delay for one year in 
reducing its tariffs. It is unfortunate that 
this result could not be achieved simply by a 
faster acceleration of European tariff cuts, 
as Britain and West Germany proposed, 
rather than by a simultaneous slowdown in 
cutting American tariffs. Five years of nego
tiation went into achieving the Kennedy 
Round agreements, bringing near fruition 
three decades of American efforts in trade 
liberalization. A slowdown by any major 
country in applying the agreements, and par
ticularly by the United States, could set a 
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dangerous precedent that later might under
mine the whole compact. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Apr. 14, 
1968] 

A FAIR TARIFF OFFER 

Reactions to the contrary notwithstand
ing, the Common Market made a fair offer 
when they agreed to speed up their Kennedy 
Round tariff reductions and thereby strength
en the U.S. balance of payments. There are, 
to be sure, firm conditions attached to their 
proposal, but they come as no surprise. Eco
nomic relations among advanced nations are 
based on reciprocity, not generosity, and what 
the Common Market is asking in return from 
the United States falls well within the 
bounds of reason and sound economic policy. 

The Kennedy Round tariff reductions are 
scheduled to be made in five annual instal
ments from 1968 to 1972. The United States 
made its first reductions on Jan. 1 and the 
Common Market will make two reductions 
together on July 1, the date on which internal 
tariffs among the six countries are to be 
eliminated. What the Common Market pro
poses is that the United States be exempted 
from making any further reductions until 
January, 1970, while they make their third 
and fourth cuts in January, 1969, and July, 
1970, and the fifth in January, 1972. The 
second and third U.S. cuts would be sched
uled for January, 1970, and the fourth and 
fifth would be made at the beginning of 1971 
and 1972. This timing would surely bolster 
the U.S. payments position in 1969. 

In return for the tariff scheduling con
cession, the Common Market insists: that 
other advanced countries agree to accelerate 
their cuts; that the U.S. practice of basing 
tariffs on the American selling prices of cer
tain products, rather than those of the ex
porting country, be abolished by 1969; and 
finally, that the United States take no actions 
that would restrict imports. 

There is nothing onerous about any of 
those conditions. Unless other countries go 
along with the plan, the U.S. payments posi
tion would not be significantly strengthened. 
The American Selling Price tariffs are a pro
tectionist abomination and some of the im
portant Kennedy Round agreements-espe
cially those that would ease the entry of U.S. 
autos into European markets-are already 
contingent on their abolition. Neither can 
there be any principled objection to the 
condition that Congress pass no protectionist 
legislation. No one gets a free lunch in a 
world dominated by national competition for 
trade. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 17, 1968] 
A CHANCE TO KICK THE HABIT 

The conditions placed by Common Market 
nations on their recent agreement to hasten 
tariff cuts are really in America's best inter
ests. We hope Congress and the Administra
tion will do their parts to comply. 

In return for lowering tariffs next January 
1, a year ahead of schedule, the Common 
Market asks that the U.S. revise a special 
duty on some chemicals and take no further 
protectionist measures this year. These re
quests, which will be a topic in talks with the 
U.S. and other major trading nations at 
Geneva today, are eminently fair. But there 
are serious doubts they will be met. Like 
other bad habits, protectionist measures re
main tempting, easy to acquire, and devil
ishly hard to do away with once they are 
established. 

Industrial lobbyists continue to pump up 
protectionist pressure in Congress. At the 
same time, as Richard Janssen reported in 
this newspaper, even some Adininistration 
"analysts" argue the U.S. may have to raise 
import barriers, torpedoing the Common 
Market agreement. They invoke this possi
bility in the name of our balance of pay
ments, the very problem the Europeans 
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would help solve with their offer of accel&
ated tariff cuts. 

Of course industry must be guarded from 
unfair, predatory foreign maneuvers, such 
as dumping. And limited protec-tion may be 
justified for industries vital to national de
fense, although a tent has been spread here 
where an umbrella would suffice. But when 
protectionism is promoted and rationalized 
for such broad market industries as steel, 
chemicals and textiles as good for our pay
ments posture, that is a bit much. 

It's true that our trade surplus has lately 
been narrowed, partly by copper imports dur
ing the recent 8¥2 -month strike. In addition, 
inflation is making U.S. exports relatively 
less attractive and imports relatively more so. 
The solution to this problem, however, is 
more responsible Federal financial policies
not new restrictions on imports. 

It will do exports no good to protect indus
tries whose prices have risen above world 
levels. Import barriers, moreover, have a way 
of damaging the domestic economy, as they 
blunt industry's incentive to compete. And 
price-supporting import curbs are certainly 
no remedy for an inflation which already 
strains Americans' purchasing power. 

What tariffs and quotas also do, as the 
Common Market's conditional agreement 
warns us, is stimulate reciprocal barriers 
abroad, shrinking international trade. As a 
big exporter, the U.S. finds its advantage be
ing expansionist, not protectionist. 

The final folly of protectionism lies in its 
futility. If our current rise in imports were 
somehow attributable to failing American 
natural resources, technology or will, limit
less tariffs and quotas couldn't sustain our 
standard of living, but would only make its 
inevitable decline more chaotic. 

But the truth is more nearly that inflation 
aggravated by burgeoning demand and en
countering inadequate restraint has given 
foreigners broader entry to our markets. At 
le.ast part of the solution will be to go along 
with the conditions proposed by the Common 
Market. 

Who knows? A little abstinence might help 
us kick the protectionist habit. 

[From the Journal of Commerce 
Apr. 23, 1968] 

DoWN TO THE WIRE 

The six members of the European Economic 
Community have now made an offer that 
figuratively brings the United States right 
down to the wire. The conditions offered are 
admittedly tough, but in a world presently 
riddled with economic complexities they are 
quite simple. EEC will accelerate its own 
Kennedy Round tariff cuts and permit the 
United States to delay its own for a year 
provided that this country agrees to eschew 
any resort to border taxes, import surcharges, 
quotas or other new protectionist devices in 
the interim. They also insist that this coun
try abandon the so-called American Selling 
Price (ASP) by early 1969, as indeed, it has 
already promised to do. 

By encouraging U.S. exports to the Com
mon Market during a period in which EEC 
is willing to suffer a damper on its own ex
ports to this country, this offer very well 
could produce that $500-million reduction 
that President Johnson is seeking in our bal
ance of payments deficit, assuming that 
Canada, Japan and the EFTA nations go 
along, too. Perhaps not all at once. Perhaps 
not this year, but probably next year. 

We think this an eminently fair proposi
tion and we are encouraged by the fact that 
France and Italy, who have the most to lose 
from other tariff cuts already scheduled 
(theirs' being steeper than those of the other 
four EEC members), have endorsed it. 

That it is in EEC's own self-interest to 
prefer this kind of agreement to a rash of 
American protectionist devices that may 
prove more or less permanent is interesting, 
but nowhere near as interesting as what the 

American reaction is now to be. We think 
the facts of the matter are plain. It is prob
ably even more in the interests of this coun
try to accept the offer than it was in the 
interests of EEC to make it. 

We quite understand that the policies of 
other countries (among them Japan and 
members of the European Free Trade Associa
tion) are involved. But for the moment we 
would like to limit consideration of the issues 
to the United States. on one hand, and to 
EEC on the oth.er. 

The facts are these: EEC buys more from 
the United States than this country buys 
from EEC. The six, in fact, buy a good deal 
more--about $1.3 billion more averaged over 
each of the last two years-than they sell 
in this country. This gives the United States 
a trading surplus with the EEC countries, 
regardless of its over-all balance of payments 
deficit. In addition to that, total U.S. direct 
private investments in EEC countries are put 
at well over $8 billion. 

It is quite important that at a time when 
the over-all American trade surplus is shrink
ing, our commerce should not be further cur
tailed in terms of the EEC nations. As s. J. 
Rundt & Associates remarked last week "the 
1966--67 trade surplus registered by Uncle 
Sam vis-a-vis the EEC would have been 
enough to cover better than half the official 
$4,929 million U.S. balance of payments defi
cit during that period-had we not been in 
the red elsewhere." 

If it were up to the administration alone, 
we are confident this offer would be accepted, 
perhaps even gatefully, for it is clearly the 
best alternative available for everyone con
cerned. But Congress is being so heavily 
pressured to adopt piecemeal steps in the 
direction of protectionism that many sober 
people despair of an American-EEC quid pro 
quo. In an election year, it is said, it is 
futile to expect any demonstration of ration
ality from the Congress of the United States. 

In view of the rather dreadful tax bill 
recently passed by the Senate (with its tex
tile import quota rider), the cynics may 
not be altogether wrong. But we are not our
selves despairing at this point. It is custom
ary in an election-year Congress to approach 
each new proposal within a very narrow 
context. Do important constituents want im
port quotas in steel? In chemicals? In tex
tiles? Do they want crude oil imports further 
curtailed? Very well. Let's give it to them. 
And all too often the damage is done and 
acquires a degree of permanence on the 
U.S. statute books. 

But one thing is surely different this year. 
With the firm offer from EEC waiting in the 
wings, Congress cannot nibble here and nib
ble there at the main-springs of our inter
national trade policy without collapsing 
much of the entire structure. If it is going 
to indulge in its penchant for giving way to 
the individual claims of special interests, it 
is going simultaneously to reject the EEC 
offer, throw all manner of roadblocks in the 
path of U.S. exporters, and simply make our 
balance of payments and trading prospects 
worse than they are now. 

The issue cannot this time be dodged, and 
that is why we are so hopeful that it won't 
be. It is true that 36 senators co-sponsored 
a measure to curb steel imports. It is also 
true--although this doesn't apply directly to 
the EEC countries-that 29 sponsored a 
measure to reduce oil import quotas. 

But how many of these, and how many 
of the protectionist interests behind them, 
will persist in this course when confronted 
with the plain facts of the damage that will 
be done if they get their way? Those who 
do, alas, will have to accept their share of 
the responsibility for reducin15 a very prom
ising means of lowering our balance of pay
ments deficit to wreckage. 

We accept, although reluctantly, the evi
dence that Congress does some very foolish 
things in election years. But they are usually 
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small things. When the larger issues are 
properly presented, the House and Senate 
alike usually do the right thing, sooner or 
later. 

If the wiser leaders of Congress and of the 
administration force what strike many as 
being minor measures into the larger con
text of our balance of payments deficit we 
think they may prevail, even though a lot 
of our contempories glumly expect the 
worst. 

HOW RIOTS ARE STIRRED UP 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, some very 

Impressive and straight-from-the-shoul
der remarks about the seriousness of 
riots and the need for more vigorous law 
enforcement in this Nation are featured 
in the U.S. News & World Report dated 
May 6, 1968. This article is an interview 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN,] who has 
become wen known as an investigator of 
crime and lawlessness. 

I am sure that countless millions of 
Americans are fully in agreement with 
the Senator's opinion that government 
officials have not been sufficiently vigor
ous in the enforcement of law and in 
prosecuting violators. The Senator makes 
an important point that militant groups 
should be made to understand that the 
Nation simply is not going to tolerate 
rioting. Rioters doubtless would change 
their behavior if they were impressed 
with the promise that as much force as 
is necessary would be applied to halt 
rioting, looting, and burning in every 
community where trouble threatened. 

Senator McCLELLAN is correct in as
serting that money alone is not going 
to solve the great social problem which 
threatens the peace and security of our 
Nation. He affirms the need for more 
jobs and better education for those who 
are willing to work and to learn. And 
he is not at all optimistic about an early 
end to the conditions which promote riot
ing and continued unrest in the Nation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the in
terview of Senator McCLELLAN, pub
lished in U.S. News & World Report, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the inter
view was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
How RIOTS ARE STIRRED UP: INTERVIEW WITH 

SENATOR ~CCLELLAN 

(NoTE.-Are Government policies helping 
to prevent riots-or actually stirring Negroes 
to violence? When riots break out, is the 
Government moving swiftly and firmly 
enough to control them? Will the spending of 
billions of dollars in big-city slums really 
solve the race problem? For answers to 
such questions, members of the staff of "U.S. 
News & World Report" obtained the following 
exclusive interview with a veteran Senate 
investigator who is now studying riots.) 

Q. Senator McClellan, how long have you 
been investigating riots? 

A. The Senate Permanent Subcommittee 
on Investigations, of which I am chairman, 
began its study of riots last August. 

In 17 days of public hearings we have 
heard witnesses on the rioting in four cities
Nashville, Houston, Detroit and Plainfield, 
N.J. ~embers of the Subcommittee staff have 
made preliminary investigations in several 
other cities, including Newark and Chicago. 
We have started looking into the recent riots 
in Washington, D.C. We will also get into 
other cities. 

Q. What are the major conclusions that 
you have reached from these investigations? 

A. I cannot say what may be the final con
clusions of the Subcommittee. I can only 
express my own opinions, my conclusions up 
to this time. But what I say is supported and 
warranted, I believe, not only by testimony 
that the Subcommittee has heard, but also 
by information that the staff has gathered. 

I think that a climate or condition has 
been created by agitators-and perhaps by 
an attitude of some Negroes, though cer
tainly not a majority of them-a condition 
which was ready to be sparked by any in
cident that could be seized upon and built 
into a riot. 

Q. Did you find any common pattern in 
the riots? 

A. Of the four c1ties covered by our hear
ings to date, we definitely have established 
that militant agitators were present and had 
been holding meetings in three of them. 

I would not say they were actually organ
izing a riot. They don't just decide that 
"we're going to have a riot in such and such 
a city at such and such a time." 

But I would say that they were fanning 
the prejudices, deliberately inciting to riot, 
and were ready to, and did, seize upon 
an incident. 

The three cities that I have in mind where 
agitators were at work are Nashv11le, Detroit 
and Houston. 

Q. What do you think of the way the gov
ernment has dealt with these agitators? 

A. I do not think government officials have 
been sufficiently vigorous in the enforcement 
of law and in prosecuting them. 

Q. What about the way the government 
has handled riots? 

A. I don't think the government has been 
firm enough in its policy, in its enforcement 
of the laws against rioting, and in taking 
the necessary means and actions to prevent 
rioting or to stop rioting when it occurs. 
When I speak of "the government" here, I am 
speaking of government at all levels-not 
just the Federal Government. 

Q. How do you feel about the policy of 
restraint that was used in the recent riots 
that followed the assassination of the Rev. 
Dr. ~artin Luther King, Jr.? 

A. It is hard to discuss a policy that has 
not been adequately defined for me clearly 
to understand it. 

Of course, restraint should be used. The 
resort to force should only be done when it 
becomes apparent that there is the intention 
of rioting, with the plundering, burning and 
sniping that go with it. At the very incep
tion, you can't know whether it is going to 
develop in to a riot or remain an incident. 

But when it becomes apparent that a 
riot is developing, I think then is the time 
to be firm immediately and give orders to 
use such force as may be necessary to stop it. 

In some instances, in these recent riots, 
it appears that they waited too long to do 
this. I think they should have-and could 
have-been more firm and aggressive, and 
that they would have been more effective 
thereby. 

Q. What is your opinion of the stand taken 
by ~ayor Richard J. Daley of Chicago, that 
arsonists and looters should be shot? 

A. I think if you can make rioters under
stand that force is going to be used, they 
won't riot. If a man knows he is going to 
be caught and convicted-or shot--he is not 
likely to commit a crime. We should make 
them understand that we are simply not 
going to tolerate rioting. This ought to come 
from the President of the United States. He 
should say: "We're positively not going to 
tolerate rioting, and we're going to use such 
force as may be necessary to prevent it." 

If you say that and mean it, and people 
believe you mean it, much of this violence 
won't happen. 

On the other hand, if you say, "Don't do 
anything to them," and try to placate them, 

you're going to invite trouble-and more 
of it. 

Now, that's my view. I'Jn not following 
~ayor Daley or anybody. I'm simply stating 
my own convictions. 

Q. Have your investigations revealed in
stances when force was applied and did bring 
a quick end to violence? 

A. I think when real force was applied it 
brought an end to some of this violence. I 
remember Houston particularly. It was 
brought to an end there. In Pine Bluff, Ark., 
recently the mayor said, "We're not going 
to tolerate it," and immediately called for 
the National Guard, and the minute they 
showed the force the rioting stopped. I think 
you had much the same thing in Wami. 

Wherever officials take a firm position and 
the government stands by it with all the 
force it can command, so that people know 
what is going to be done, trouble may start 
but it's much less likely-and it will be ended 
quicker, in my judgment. 

Q. Some people have suggested that if 
more force had been used in these recent 
riots the situation would have gotten out 
of control-turned into a revolution. Do 
you think we really have reached the stage 
in this country where we cannot enforce the 
law and dare not try? 

A. I do not think so. The question is not 
whether we can. The question is: Do we 
have the will? 

Q. Are present government policies, in 
your opinion, serving to reduce or to increase 
the danger of riots? 

A. I think there are attitudes on the part 
of government and its leadership that tend 
to encourage and stimulate further dissent 
and resentment, instead of being calculated 
to discourage it. 

I'm speaking primarily now of Washing
ton. The tone is set at the top. 

Just to begin with, take the "war on 
poverty." As it has been presented by the 
leadership, it gives a false hope to people. 
So many things are promised them. They 
get the impression that the Government 
could, if it would, lift them overnight out 
of their economic hardship, out of the 
ghetto, and put them in modern homes with 
good jobs and middle-class incomes and 
standards of living. 

They are not being told the realities of life 
and the limits of what the Government can 
do for them. Then, when these promises 
are not fulfilled, these people become resent
ful and bitter. 

Q. Have you found evidence of antipoverty 
workers, paid by the Government, contri
buting to the violence? 

A. I don't want to go into detail about that 
at this time. But we have information about 
it. 

For example, we had this case in Nash
ville where people were setting up and the 
Government was ready to finance a school 
that was, in my judgment, teaching racial 
hatred. The fellow who was to be the in
structor in that school, Fred Brooks, testi
fied under oath that he would even be will
ing to shoot the President's wife if that was 
necessary to further their cause . 

I think it is tragic when the Federal Gov
ernment is not sufficiently prudent or ade
quately concerned to prevent public funds 
from being distributed to or administered 
by people who have that kind of attitude. 

Q. What other official attitudes or pro
grams do you view as fostering violence? 

A. I think there have been public utter
ances by Government leaders that could be 
interpreted as encouraging-certainly not as 
discouraging-violence, rioting, law violation 
and what is called civil disobedience. 

The President of the United States, as I 
recall, once addressed a group on the White 
House lawn as "fellow revolutionaries." That 
certainly carried a connotation to dissident 
groups that he was very much in sympathy 
with methods used. Violence, of course, is 
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associated with a revolution. At a joint ses
sion of Congress, the President used the 
motto of civil-rights activists, "We shall 
overcome." 

The Vice President of the United States 
once said in a speech at New Orleans that, 
if he lived under slum conditions, he could 
lead a mighty good revolt himself. In the 
same speech he also said that, unless Con
gress provides rent subsidies for the poor, 
"We will have open violence in every major 
city and county in America." 

I dont' see how such statements can help 
having an impact on those who feel that 
they are oppressed and that the Government 
owes them something. If I were of the mood 
of these people and heard such statements, 
I might think that violence was at least 
being condoned. 

Q. As a result of your studies, what do 
you feel is the best answer to the problem 
of rioting. 

A. The best answer-particularly as a long
range solution-is to adopt measures and 
policies that will discourage further migra
tion from the rural areas into the cities. 

The Government, in my judgment, should 
encourage and assist industry to decentral
ize, and as it expands to build its plants in 
the open spaces, in the rural communities. 
There should be a housing program and 
other programs designed to get people out 
of city slums--those who are willing to work. 
And I'd associate with this a training pro
gram to prepare unskilled slum people for 
jobs. 

This would give these people a better life-
open up to them some of the opportunities 
they claim to want. It would also stop con
gesting the cities, help relieve the transpor
tation and pollution problems. 

If we could get people to move out of the 
slums to areas where there is work available, 
we will not have to spend as much on these 
ghetto areas. The slum landlords wm soon 
wake up and begin improving their property 
if they want an income from it. At the least, 
it will keep the present conditions from 
worsening. 

Q. What should the Government do to 
encourage the decentralization of industry 
to provide jobs in rural areas? 

A. One way to encourage it would be by 
permitting tax-exempt bond issues by mu
nicipalities to induce industry to come in 
with new plants. 

There are other methods that might be 
tried. Details, of course, remain to be worked 
out. But we should begin studying this prob
lem and find ways to do it-instead of just 
talking about billions upon billions of 
spending in slum areas. 

For example, last year the Committee on 
Government Operations reported a b111, 
passed by the Senate, to establish a Commis
sion on Balanced Economic Development. 
The studies to be undertaken by that com
mission could point the way to finding some 
of the answers to our critical urban prob
lems-jobs, transportation, crime, housing, 
pollution and lack of recreational fac111ties. 

Q. Do you think such programs would 
induce many people to leave the cities? 

A. I can't answer that with certainty. But 
I don't think that taxpayers who work and 
take care of themselves should be taxed to 
support people who prefer to a stay in a city 
slum and live on a dole. Of course, people 
have a right to live where they please. But 
there is no duty on the taxpayers to support 
them if they persist in living where there 
are no jobs, when suitable employment is 
available elsewhere. 

People are always saying, "Oh, you've got 
to give these people more, you ought to give 
them more." Well, I'm in favor of educating 
people if they'll take an education. I'm in 
favor of getting them jobs if they'll work. 
I wouldn't oppose all expenditures designed 
to rehabilitate slum areas. 

But I don't think the spending of billions 

of dollars in slum areas will solve the prob
lem. I don't think we can spend enough 
money to do that job thoroughly. And I 
think this other approach to the problem is 
far less expensive and far more productive. 

Why, the slum programs that people are 
talking about would cost billions upon bil
lions, Governor Rockefeller of New York talks 
about 150 billions of dollars. Others, I be
lieve, are talking about a program that 
would total some 350 billion dollars within 
the next 10 years. 

I do not think that ow· Government can 
withstand that kind of impact on its fiscal 
resources. It just cannot afford it. Just print
ing money, if that's what we're coming to, 
will do greater harm to the poor than to 
anybody else. 

Q. How do you feel about the recommenda
tions made recently by the President's Ad
visory Commission on Civil Disorders? 

A. Since I head a committee which also is 
conducting an investigation of riots, I don't 
think it would be appropriate for me at this 
time to comment unduly on that commis
sion's report. 

But there are some of its recommenda
tions with which I do not agree. I think they 
have overemphasized two things in partic
ular. They have overemphasized, and I be
lieve erroneously so, the idea that the white 
race must bear the major if not the whole 
blame for the state of race relations today. 
That's an exaggerated accusation. And, sec
ond, I think the commission overemphasized 
the idea that the spending of money will 
cure all evils. 

Q. The President's Commission spoke only 
about white racism. Have you, in your in
vestigations, found a different kind of rac
ism--e. black racism? 

A. I think that's apparent every day. You 
don't have to find it. It is forced upon you 
by statements that Negro agitators make that 
are carried by the news media every day. 

And when you speak about white racism, 
I'm sure the commission didn't mean to im
ply that every white man is a racist. Likewise, 
when I speak of black racism, I certainly 
don't mean it to apply to every Negro. I'm 
talking about these militant groups, these 
agitators and organizations who preach vio
lence and civil disobedience. 

To preach civil disobedience is to sow the 
seeds of disrespect for law enforcement. For 
a citizen to say, "I will not obey a law be
cause I think it is morally wrong"-well, if 
one citizen has a right to do that, regardless 
of his creed or color, then every citizen in the 
nation has the same right, and there could 
be neither law nor order nor a safe society 
if everyone practiced that philosophy. 

Q. Would a stricter adherence to the law 
and a stricter enforcement of the law, gen
erally, help to solve this problem of violence? 

A. I think that is imperative if America is 
to survive. We've got to have better law en
forcement. The increase in the crime rate and 
the attitudes of large segments of people to
ward law enforcement are endangering the 
internal security of our country-gravely so. 

Q. Senator, to what extent have your in
vestigations found subversive influences play
ing a part in these riots? 

A. I can't say to what extent. I'm confident 
that subversive influences are present, 
though not in every instance. 

I think the Communists are at work 
through every channel that is available to 
them to sow the seeds of discord and to ex
ploit any dissent that they can find among 
our people. There isn't any question in my 
mind about that. I think you will find that 
Communists are right now planning to get 
into this "poor people's march" on Washing
ton that is scheduled to begin soon. 

Q. Is that march on Washington likely to 
produce violence? 

A. I don't want to make any predictions on 
that at the moment. But there are many in
dications-from information that I get 

through our Committee staff-that a large 
number of these radical militants will be· 
present. What they will do, to what extent· 
they will promote violence, I don't know. But. 
they will be present. 

Q. Do you see Congress facing growing pres-· 
sure from such things as riots and the march 
on Washington-pressure to vote big new· 
programs of aid? What is likely to be the. 
congressional reaction? 

A. Well, let me answer that this way: 
I don't say that there is not anything that 

Congress should do, and that there are not 
some programs which would be advisable and 
quite proper and that maybe I would be will
ing to support. 

But I can't see myself yielding to black
mail. Once Congress submits to intimidation 
of that sort, you no longer have a Govern
ment that is free to make a choice. We must 
not yield to threats and blackmail, or pay 
tribute to criminals. That's the way I feel. 

Q. The way riots are growing, are we going 
to have to count on National Guard and 
Army troops instead of police to control 
them? 

A. Oh, there's no question about that. We 
have to rely on the National Guard, at times, 
and Army troops as well. And I think they 
should be given special training to meet such 
contingencies. 

Q. Is this diversion of military forces to 
riot duty likely to weaken the United States 
in its ability to act abroad? 

A. Do you mean would it detract from the 
force that we could bring to bear in a war? 
Of course it could. Any weakness at home is a 
handicap. It could even be fatal, if it was on 
a large-enough scale. 

Q. Are new laws going to be necessary to 
cope with this riot problem, or are all the 
laws that are needed already on the books? 

A. I never say that no new laws are needed. 
You often find some law could be strength
ened or some problem could be solved by a 
new statute. But the lack of laws is not our 
real problem. We have the laws to handle this 
situation much better than it has been han
dled. Our problem is a lack of vigorous law 
enforcement. 

Q. You have talked of checking migration 
to the cities as a long-range solution. What 
would you suggest as a quick answer--some
thing that would help in the long, hot sum
mer that lies just ahead? 

A. The very first thing that should be done 
is to announce a firm policy of not tolerating 
violence, and that federal forces will be made 
available whenever called upon. Let the may
ors of cities and the Governors of States un
derstand that the Federal Government is 
ready to support them and back them up in 
enforcing the law and preventing violence
especially mob violence. 

This assurance should come from the Pres
ident and the Attorney General. As I said 
earlier, the tone is set at the top. 

Another thing: It's time to start being 
honest with these people. There's been so 
much politics played-just trying to get their 
votes. They're not being realistic about the 
situation. We've got to quit holding out false 
hopes and making promises that can't be· 
fulfilled. 

Q. Looking ahead, do you see any early 
ending to this wave of rioting that has 
swept the country in recent years? 

A. Well, I regret to say I cannot have as. 
much optimism about resolving this problem 
at an early date as I would like to have. I'm 
afraid it's a problem that is going to be with 
us for quite a long time. 

You know, gentlemen, I think this country 
is in a very critical condition-critical with 
respect to our fiscal policies and w1 th respect 
to law enforcement. And I don't know but 
what our condition is critical also with re
spect to our world commitments. It seems to 
me that we have overreacted to world con
ditions. The first thing I want to do is to 
preserve America. 
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STEEL IMPORTS 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the Sen

ate Finance Committee on December 19, 
1967, made public its staff study, "steel 
imports." 

This comprehensive work was author
ized following hearings by the Finance 
Committee in June, 1966, on my resolu
tion calling for an investigation of the 
dramatic increase in steel imports which 
has occurred in the past decade. Testi
mony from various experts at that time 
pointed to the complexity and magni
tude of the problem. The result was a 
conviction by the committee that such a 
comprehensive, expertly directed, study 
as that released in December was needed. 
The study itself warrants the conclusion 
that the Senate should carefully con
sider the merits of measures to deal with 
the pro·blem, such as my bill, S. 2537, the 
Iron and Steel Orderly Trade Act. I have 
requested the distinguished chairman of 
the Finance Committee, Senator RussELL 
LoNG, to schedule further hearings, fol
lowing those held on this and related im
port measures last year. 

Recently the Iron and Steel Institute 
reprinted the summary portions of the 
500-page "Steel Imports" volume. Since 
this is the heart of the full document, 
and since I believe its wider dissemina
tion will be highly useful, I ask unani
mous consent that the excerpts appear
ing there, together with the AISI intro
duction, may appear in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
and introduction were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows ; 

STEEL IMPORTS 

(Summary of the staff study of the Commit
tee on Finance, U.S. Senate) 

BACKGROUND 

For several years the American steel in
dustry has been deeply concerned about the 
steadily expanding inroads of foreign steel 
and pig iron into domestic markets. The in
terest of the United States Senate was evi
denced when on July 28, 1966, its Commit
tee on Finance instructed its staff to under
take a study of the problem. 

This study was completed late in 1967 and 
the Committee's Chief Counsel, Tom Vail, 
submitted the report to Chairman Russell 
B. Long (D., La.) on November 10, 1967. In 
his letter of submittal, Mr. Vail praised the 
work of Dr. Robert M. Weidenhammer as co
ordinator of the study. Dr. Weidenhammer is 
professor of economics at the Graduate 
School of Business, University of Pittsburgh. 

Mr. Vail reported that Dr. Weidenhammer 
and his associates gathered data from Gov
ernment agencies, American Iron and Steel 
Institute and other industry representatives, 
labor organizations, importers of foreign 
steel mill products, independent steel serv
ice centers, iron and steel scrap exporters, 
exporters of coal to foreign steel producers, 
iron ore exporters, U.S. and international 
finance agencies financing new steel indus
tries in developing countries, and the steel 
industry federations of the United Kingdom, 
of the six member countries of the Common 
Market, and of Japan. 

The study is published only for the infor
mation of the public and does not reflect the 
approval or disapproval of the Committee 
or any of the Committee's members. 

American Iron and Steel Institute has re
produced from the report the portions des
ignated "Introduction," "Summary of Con
clusions" and "Summary of Factual Find
ings." We believe this is a valuable addition 
to the documents available on the subject of 

the steel import problem, a problem of con
cern to all Americans. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Nation has become accustomed to 
periodic bouts between major steel producers 
and the executive branch of the Federal Gov
ernment. From President Truman's threat 1n 
1949 to expand steel capaci-ty by construct
ing Government-owned plants to President 
Kennedy's confrontation with the industry, 
forcing a price rollback in 1962, we have wit
nessed numerous charges and countercharges 
between the two parties. Tempers have been 
lost on both sides, and emotional statements 
have added fuel to the fire of the disputes. 

Most often the friction has arisen over 
decisions by the steel industry to raise prices. 
The Federal Government has been and is 
concerned with the overall inflationary effect 
of an increase in the price of "our single 
most important industrial material." The in
dustry, concerned with maintaining reason
able profits and its need to finance the mod
ernization facilities in the face of rising 
costs, has felt justified in its decisions to 
increase prices. 

A relatively new but related problem has 
arisen for the steel industry-the problem 
of maintaining competitiveness in the face 
of a growing volume of imports and sub
stitutes, while at the same time preserving 
a reasonable profit level. This is the problem 
to which this study is addressed. 

The steel import problem (as it is referred 
to in this study) is complex, intertwined not 
only with the economic and technological 
trends in our own industry and economy, 
but also with economic, managerial , and 
sometimes Government-directed political 
factors abroad. The problem is related to a 
determination by a host of newly emerging 
nations to establish steel industries of their 
own and to policy decisions by aid-giving 
governments and financial institutions to 
assist in their establishment. Trade and taxa
tion policies, by other countries, aimed at 
subsidizing production and exports while re
stricting imports have also aggravated the 
steel import problem. 

A study of so complex but highly impor
tant a subject as this requires an objective 
analysis of facts-facts on foreign and do
mestic costs, prices, trade practices, and fi
nancial conditions, none of which are easily 
obtainable. This difficulty was highlighted 
by Secretary of Commerce Alexander Trow
bridge, who testified before the Senate Fi
nance Committee on June 2, 1966, that: 

"The hard core of the facts needed to 
judge this situation-those on foreign and 
domestic product costs and pricing-are not 
now available and probably are difficult to 
obtain. Without, at least, some data of this 
kind, however, a study would be inconclu
sive." 

After a careful but mostly fruitless investi
gation of all sources of public information 
available, it was decided to seek information 
on worldwide costs and prices from all 
available private sources and through careful 
scrutiny of the balance sheets and profit and 
loss statements of major steel producers at 
home and abroad. This effort revealed suf
ficient "bargain basement pricing" by some 
foreign producers to conclude that com
parable costs alone were by no means the 
basic issue. 

World overcapacity of steelmaking fa
cilities has caused some foreign steel 
industries to unload their surplus production 
on the U.S. market at prices at or below cost. 
In some countries they have been abetted by 
governments through the remission of taxes 
and through subsidies. In contrast, the U.S. 
steel industry has been unable to maintain 
its exports, in part because of a multitude of 
nontariff barriers encountered abroad, and 
of the lack of U.S. export incentives. 

Unused capacity for steel also exists in this 
country. The steel industry management 
argues that such excess capacity is needed to 

meet cyclical and seasonal peaks of demand, 
and for national emergencies. It subscribes to 
the ph.ilosophy of adjusting output to de
mand rather than producing at rates in 
excess of demand and unloading the surplus 
on foreign markets. 

The U.S. steel industry is concerned about 
the steadily expanding volume of foreign im
ports. If foreign steel-producing industries 
were run like prudent private enterprise in 
thls country, the problem of the U.S. steel 
industry would be less troublesome. Un
fortunately, however, foreign steel industries 
have thrown steel on the world market, 
especially the largest and least restricted by 
nontariff barriers, i.e., the U.S. market. As 
the High Authority of the European Coal and 
Steel Commission (ECSC) stated in its official 
report for 1966: 

"The rapid expansion of new world steel
making capacity and the slow scrapping of 
older plants caused prices to collapse." 

Moreover, as stated in a recent report of 
the British Government (August 1967) : 

"Severe competition, induced by the sur
plus, has weakened prices to the point where 
much of the international trade is unprofit
able and in many cases does not even cover 
full production costs." 

In July 1967, the ECSC published its 
formal estimate that between 1966 and 1970 
world steel capacity would expand by some 
33 million tons a year (to 738 million tons by 
1970), a figure which substantially exceeds 
foreseeable world demand. There is, therefore, 
reason to fear that foreign steel industries 
will not act prudently and adjust output and 
prices to levels permitting a reasonable re
turn on sales and investment. The concern is 
that foreign producers, facing further deteri
oration of their financial status, will con
tinue to sell increasing quantities of steel in 
the United States at prices which do not 
reflect their full direct and indirect costs, 
with the collaboration of their respective 
governments. 

Forty-two percent of the world's steel ca
pacity is government owned.l Moreover, 
cartel-like associations and subsidies are al
ready at work and full or partial government 
ownernhip or control may lurk at the end of 
the road for many foreign steel industries, as 
a result of their recent financial difficulties. 

It was not until the 1950's that the do
mestic steel industry faced the competition 
of substitutes and not until 1959 that im
ports became a challenge. Generally speak
ing, the industry, while less dynamic in re
acting to shifting trends than some other 
industries, has been run by prudent manage
ment as is evident in its sound financial con
dition today. It faces no insurmountable 
problems except for the prospect that con
tinually rising imports from lower ce>St or 
subsidized producers abroad could seriously 
weaken its market position. 

A prudent businessman in a good financial 
position can usually outlast his competitorn 
who sell at or below cost, because their days 
will be numbered. But no private enterprise 
industry can, in the long run, survive in 
competition with foreign industries that 
have become " instruments of government," 
unless its own government lends assistance 
against subsidized imports and against ob
stacles to exports. 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

If the trends indicated above persist, the 
Nation must be prepared to see steel imports 
ultimately reach such high percentages of 
the markets for certain steel products as to 
render them unprofitable for the domestic 
industry to make. 

It would be unrealistic to expect an un
interrupted flow of imports when this coun
try might most need them, i.e., in case of a 
major national emergency. Even in times of 

1 In the "free world," not including the 
United States, 28 percent of steelmaking ca
pacity is government owned. 
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peace, steel imports may be interrupted for 
any number of reasons. Japan might choose 
to export only to its Asiatic neighbors, and 
Western Europe may concentrate on supply
ing Eastern Europe. It means courting a pos
sible future national ordeal if such a highly 
strategic industry as steel should be per
mitted to drift into even partial decay. After 
all, it is the strategic importance of steel in 
other countries that has brought about most 
of the problem!:> that beset our steel industry 
today. 

This study identifies the basic issue of the 
steel import problem by analyzing it in the 
fra mework of the world steel industry where 
capacity has (and continues to) outrun de
mand, causing a world steel surplus. In de
veloping countries, new 13teel industries are 
being financed through foreign aid often 
motivated by the political rivalries between 
the United States and the U.S.S.R. In con
trast, the traditional steel-producing coun
tries are installing new capacity precisely 
because the world surplus of steel has de
pressed world steel prices. Therefore, the 
availability of radically new and cost-cutting 
technology promises relief from low-profit 
margins or losses, but it also increases still 
further: debt, fixed charges, and overcapac
ity; the latter because of a hesitation to 
scrap facilities still using the old techniques. 

At present, the financial structure of the 
U.S. steel industry is sound relative to that 
of it s m ajor competitors, but recent trends 
indicate danger ahead. 

Aside from the basic issue, the world sur
plus of steel, the study has analyzed the 
domestic record of the U.S. steel industry. 
While finances were prudently managed, the 
indust ry's unit labor costs and capital out
put ratios show trends that compare some
what unfavorably with other U.S. industries, 
especially in the last decade. There can be no 
doubt that the periodical poker game atmos
phere preceding wage agreement expiration 
dates, and the roller coaster cycle of inven
t ory accumulation and liquidation has dam
aged the competitive stance of the industry. 
It has exposed the steel industry to invasion 
of its markets by imports and substitutes, 
and has left lasting damages to the indus
try 's output, employment, and profits. 

An important managerial problem facing 
the U.S. steel industry today is how to over
come the lower wage rates abroad, especially 
in Japan, by heavy investment in new tech
nology. Aside from the fact that foreign pro
ducers are also modernizing their facilities , 
often with assistance from their govern
ments, these investments are greatly increas
ing the fixed charges of the domestic 
industry. Unless the output of the U.S. steel 
industry increases by some 2 to 2 ¥2 percent 
a year, such fixed charges can only mean 
higher, rather than reduced, costs per ton 
of output, and, therefore, smaller rather 
than h igher profits.2 This would result in 
less funds being available from retained 
earnings and the capital market for invest
ment in research and modern facilities. 

Specialty steels are constantly being devel
oped through research for national defense 
and space projects. Quite aside from defense, 
the viability of the domestic steel industry 
is a problem of national welfare. Steel is still 
the backbone of any industrialized economy. 
In the United States it still accounts for 95 
percent of the weight of all metals and the 
bulk of all processed materials used in man
ufacturing. If in certain product-lines im
ports exceed, say, 60 percent of domestic 
consumption. domestic facilities might be 
scrapped, and labor shifted to other indus
tries. Any cessation of imports at that stage, 
for whatever reason, would constitute a 
m ajor problem to uninterrupted output of 
t he steel-consuming civilian economy. 

2 Evidence of this was provided in the 
first half of 1967 when a 7-percent decline 
in shipments was accompanied by a 28-
percent drop in profits. 

It is by no means clear, however, whether 
such specific recommendations as a tempo
rary levy on imports or a rollback quota 
would, at this time, be in the best long-term 
interest of the country or even of the in
dustry. However, some responsible, short
term measure along these lines may be the 
prod needed to cause the steel producing 
nations of the world t o join together in an 
effort to solve problems of world steel in a 
manner calculated to serve the best interests 
of all of them. 

The United States singly, or in agreement 
with the U.S.S .R., might deemphasize the 
financing of steel-producing facilities in favor 
of financing steel-consuming industries in 
developing countries. This would ease the 
overcapacity problem which contributes to 
our import difficulties. In addition, a world 
conference of the governments of major steel
producing countries to discuss common in
terests in adjusting the pace of steel capacity 
expansion to the pace of world steel demand 
would be beneficial. The chances for the last
ing success of this conference would be 
greatly enhanced if the sympathetic interest 
of the U.S. Government in safeguarding the 
industry is recognized by the countries now 
enjoying a market for their steel exports to 
this country. 

A world conference may eventually restore 
prosperity to the world steel industry and 
thereby solve the problems that now con
cern the domestic industry. The U.S. Govern
ment should participate in such a conference 
with a full understanding of all the implica
tions of the somewhat ominous trends that 
imperil the U.S. steel industry's future. 

There is also an urgent need for fairer rules 
in international steel trade. Today, our steel 
industry must compete in the face of foreign 
export subsidies favoring steel imports into 
this country and nontariff barriers frustrat
ing U.S. steel exports. European and Japanese 
steel cartels may also be contributing to un
fair trade practices abroad. If fair rules of 
international steel trade can be achieved, the 
industry should be able to expand both its 
domestic and foreign markets. Plastics and 
other substitutes would still be a constant 
challenge to make better steels at lower costs 
and to clad them with aluminum or plastic, 
if feasible. The steel industry's great and 
fully intact capital resources, its highly 
trained engineers and labor force and its 
competent management and emerging re
search staffs should be able to preserve and 
develop further this important and strategic 
industry. 

SUMMARY OF FACTUAL FINDINGS 

(1) U.S. steel production has fallen from 
61 percent of world output in 1945 to 26 per
cent in 1966, and will probably drop to 21 
percent in 1975. Between 1947 and 1966 
Japan's share of world steel output has in
creased tenfold, Italy's tripled, the U.S.S.R.'s 
doubled, and Red China produced more steel 
in 1966 than any country had in 1947, with 
the the exception of the United States and 
the U.S .S .R. 

(2) Annual growth rates of steel produc
tion since 1900 have progressively declined 
in the United States and increased in the rest 
of the world, as shown below: 

(In percent] 

Year United States 

1900- 18_______ ___ __ _____ 7. 4 
1920-45___ ______________ 3. 2 
1950-66_____ ___ ________ _ 1. 4 

Rest of world 

4.4 
3. 7 
8. 3 

(3) World steel capacity on January 1, 
1966, has been estimated as 590 to 600 million 
tons (MT) compared to world output in 
1966 of 520 MT, leaving a surplus capacity 
of 7o-BO MT. An omcial estimate of the 
ECSC published in June 1967 projects an
nual increases of 33 MT in world capacity to 
1970. This study estimates increases in world 

demand of only 2Q-25 MT, indicating a 
progressive aggravation of the world steel 
surplus problem. 

(4 ) Because the U.S. steel industry 
promptly adjusts output to orders and in 
the Communist countries output and capac
ity are about equal, the rest of the free world 
has a surplus capacity of some 45-55 MT. 

( 5) The Kennedy round will result in 
a five-stage reduction of U.S. steel tariffs, 
from a weighted average of 7.44 percent in 
1966 to 6.5 percent in 1972. Other major 
countries reduced their tariffs on steel gen
erally by more than the United States, with 
the result that steel tariffs are now more 
closely harmonized among major countries. 
This does not, however, take into account the 
very high and rising nontariff barriers, which 
foreign countries use to their advantage. 

(6) In 1966, the balance of trade in steel 
was: 

Imports ___________ _____ _ 
Exports __ _______________ _ 
Net imports _____________ _ 

Mill ion 
tons 

10.8 
1.7 
9.1 

In billions 
of dollars 

1. 313 
. 635 
. 678 

Imports were 12 percent of domestic ship
ments (90 MT) and 10.7 percent of domestic 
consumption ( 104.4 MT) . 

Excluding AID financed exports, the deficit 
was $899 million. When end-use products 
(machinery, trucks, etc.) are included, the 
deficit was reduced to $496 million. Adjusted 
further to include net trade in steelmaking 
raw materials (iron ore, coal, scrap the def
icit was $499 million. 

(7) Overvalution of the dollar cannot be 
considered a cause of increasing steel im
ports. The general price level between 1957 
and 1965 rose faster abroad than in this 
country. 

(8) On the basis of research and develop
ment (R. & D.) as a percentage of sales, the 
steel industry ranked among the lowest of 19 
major U.S. industries. The largest export in
dustries, in relation to sales, were shown by 
those with the highest ratios of R. & D. to 
sales. 

(9) Steel imports are not yet a dominating 
factor in the regional growth of domestic 
steel production. Regional populat ion shifts 
and relative growth rates of steel-consuming 
industries are more relevant factors at 
present. 

(10) Between 1947 and 1966, the steel in
dustry has decreased somewhat its relative 
standing among major industries in sales. 
profits, Federal income taxes, cash dividends. 
total assets, total employment, and total pay
roll, but has increased in capital expenditure 
and value added. 

( 11) Steel demand actually declined in 
this country between 1957 and 1963 due to 
these factors: 

(a) A shift in GNP from durables to serv
ices. 

(b) Long-term downward trend of certain 
steel-consuming industries such as railroads 
and oil-well drilling. 

(c) Stronger, lighter gage steels and a 
trend toward lighter functional designs. 

(d) Corrosion resistant steels increase life 
expectancy of products made from steel. 

(e) Increase of competition from substi
tutes (plastics, aluminum, and other light 
weight nonferrous metals, etc.). 

(12) Steel prices rose between 1946 and 
1957 by 132.5 percent compared to 60.8 per
cent for all industrial commodities. This was 
caused by managerial decisions to obtain 
funds internally rather than through the 
capital markets in order to increase capacity 
and to find new sources of iron ore. Unfor
tunately, these higher prices resulted in 
greater competition from imports and sub
stitutes thus thwarting the object ive for 
which they were imposed. From 1957 to 1966, 
steel prices rose by 7.7 percent while prices 
of all industrial commodities rose by an 
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average of 5.5 percent. However, steels were 
of improved quality by 1966 and the yield of 
.finished steel products from raw steel had 
-declined from 75 ( 1959) to 67 percent, ac-
-counting in part for the steel price increases. 

(13) In 1966, the steel industry ranked 
-:.tn 39th place out of 41 major industries in the 
rA.tio of net profit after taxes to net worth. 
As a result, steel equities sold at 81 percent of 
-:book value compared to 196 percent for all 
. industries, and at only 9.5 times earnings 
-compared to 15.2 for all industries. 

(14) For the years 1956-66, capital ex
_penditures exceeded cash flow (depreciation, 
-depletion, amortization, and retained earn
ings) by $1.2 billion. As a result, long-term 
<lebt as a percentage of net worth and debt 
rose from 15 to 24 percent. Interest costs as 
a percentage of sales rose from 0.4 to 1 per
-cent. Working capital was still satisfactory 
:at 225 percent of current liabilities, but the 
liquidity of working capital as measured by 
the percentage of cash and securities had 
fallen from 72 to 49 percent. 

( 15) An analysis of the financial state
ments of U.S. and foreign steel producers 
shows the following salient facts: 

(a) Current ratio.-Standard U.S. man
agerial practice requires that current assets 
should be, at least, double current liabilities. 
With the exception of the British and Dutch 
companies, none of the West European or 
Japanese industries approach this standard. 
For Japan, current assets are only 117 percent 
of current liabilities, and for Italy, only 77 
percent. 

(b) Profits after taxes as a percentage of 
total assets.-U.S. prOfits ranked 39th out of 
41 major U.S. industries in 1966, but they 
were 5.7 percent compared to 0.5 percent for 
Belgium, 1.5 percent for Germany, 0.3 per
cent for France, 1 percent for Italy, and 2 
percent for Japan. 

(c) Total debt as a percentage of total 
assets.-For the United States, debt as a 
percent of total assets was, In 1965, 34 percent 
as compared to 60 percent for Germany, 65 
percent for France, 73 percent for Italy, and 
69 percent for Japan. The German steel in
dustry reported that for most producers long
term debt is about 180 percent of equity, 
which means that creditors own about two
thirds of the German steel producers. 

(16) The decline in European profit mar
gins and future profit expectations is clearly 
reflected in the nearly 50-percent reduction 
in investment between 1963 and 1965, while 
the United States showed almost a 50-percent 
increase. Data for 1966 would show a con
tinuation of these diverse trends. 

ANNUAL CAPITAL INVESTMENT PER ANNUAL TONNAGE OF 
RAW STEEL OUTPUT 

Year United Japan ECSC United 
States Kingdom 

1965_- ---------- $15.2 $12.3 $10.9 $5. 1 
1964_--- ---- ---- 13.9 11.6 15.9 5. 9 
1963- ----------- 10.5 14.6 20. 1 9. 4 

(17) By investing at an annual rate of $2 
to $2.5 billion for the next 5 years, the indus
try expects to lower its cost of making carbon 
steel by about $5 a ton, assuming other costs 
remain constant. Even if we assume annual 
plant and equipment outlays of only $2 bil
lion, depreciation charges alone in 5 years 
would be higher by $0.4 billion or by about $4 
a ton. Unless output increases by at least 2 
to 2.5 million tons annually and at prices 
fully compensating for all cost increases, the 
industry cannot expect to improve its stance 
in competition with foreign imports. 

(18) The price differential for domestic 
buyers between domestic steel and imported 
steel appear to be ,in a range of $20 to $25. 

(19) To gage the present competitive posi
tion of U.S. steel products in the home mar
ket, an attempt was made to compare do
mestic prices and average cost with average 

costs of Japanese and Western European steel 
producers. Because costs vary greatly be
tween Western European countries, and in 
each country between companies and even 
individual plants of the same companies, and 
because they depend on accounting practices, 
it cannot be emphasized too strongly that the 
data given below are merely for benchmark 
purposes. 

AVERAGE COST AT MILL AND DELIVERED TO U.S. CUSTOMER 
FOR A TON OF CARBON STEEL PRODUCTS 

United Japan Western 
States Europe 

Average production costs at 
milL_____________ ___ ___ $133 $100 $116 

Average cost delivered to 
U.S. customer___________ _ 163 127 143 

Differential between U.S. and 
loreign delivered costs___________ ___ 36 20 

On the basis of the producer's average cost 
of carbon steel products delivered to U.S. cus
tomers and a price differential of $20 to $25, 
the Europeans appear to sell here at cost or 
below, while the Japanese steel industry 
would still make a profit of from $16 to $20 
a ton if it sold at a differential of $20 to $25 
a ton. 

These profit margins still have to be quali
fied in two ways: 

(a) While Japanese mill costs are below 
Western European mill costs, and while cost 
of entry (transport from mill to port, ocean 
freight, tariff, and U.S. freight from port of 
entry to U.S. customer) are roughly equal, 
the average prices f.o.b. foreign ports in 1966 
actually were as follows: 

ECSC ------------------------------ $99 
Japan ------------------------------ 112 
United Kingdom -------------------- 114 

The reason is found in the much higher 
grade product mix (cold-rolled sheet and 
strip) of Japanese and United Kingdom im
ports than of ECSC imports. Profit margins, 
however, would still be determined basically 
by costs at the mill. 

(b) Indica ted profit margins would exist 
only insofar as foreign steel mills were to 
sell directly to U.S. customers. If mills sell 
through Japanese trading companies, which 
may charge as high as 30 percent commission, 
their profit margins would be decreased in 
proportion. If Western European mills sell 
through domestic importers, their margins of 
profit or loss would be changed in propor
tion to the importers commission. 

(20) Charts (and tables published in the 
statistical appendix) show imports of foreign 
steel have been stimulated by the periodical 
fear of steel shortages resulting from ex
pected or actual steel strikes. 

(21) For the years 1947-66 the average an
nual rate of increase in unit labor costs for 
all manufacturing industries compared with 
the steel industry were: 

[In percent) 

Output_ __ ___ ---_--- _- - _--- --
Total compensation per man-

hour- -- - ----- -- -- ----- --- -
Output per man-hour__ _______ _ 
Unit labor cost_ ____ ______ ___ _ 

All manufac
turing 

industnes 

3. 6 

5. 0 
2. 9 
2. 0 

Steel 
industry 

1.7 

5. 7 
1.7 
3. 9 

(22) The capital-output ratio measures the 
dollar amount of capital needed to produce 
a dollar of value added, and thereby indi
cates the productivity of the invested capi
tal. When this ratio and the unit labor cost 
ratio discussed above rise, profits are 
squeezed; when they fall profits improve. For 
the domestic steel industry gross (undepre
ciated), plant and equipment per dollar of 
value added had doubled between 1947 and 
1966 from $1.26 to $2.52, which, compares 

with a decline from $0.95 to $0.86 for all 
manufacturing industries (1947-55; 1966 
data not yet available). This evidence is 
probably unexpected because of the new 
technology, such as the basic oxygen furnace 
(BOF) and continuous casting, greatly re
duce investment per ton of output. Compe
tition on a quality basis, however, has forced 
the domestic steel industry to invest even 
more in new, costlier finishing facilities than 
in cost-saving BOF's . 

(23) Hourly steel labor costs in 1966 were 
$4.63 in this country compared with $1.87 in 
West Germany, $1.76in Italy, $1.53 in France, 
and $1.10 in Japan. It is quite true that be
tween 1960 and 1964 these hourly labor costs 
had increased by 61.2 percent in Italy, 41.9 
percent in Japan, 40 percent in France, and 
32.2 percent in West Germany as compared 
to only 14.1 percent in the United States. But 
even if one were to assume that hourly labor 
costs here and abroad were to rise from 1964 
at the same rates as shown above for 196Q-
64, it would still take the following number 
of years for foreign wages to catch up with 
U.S. rates: 

Years 

Italy --------------------------------- 11 
France ------------------------------- 21 Western Germany_____________________ 25 

Japan -------------------------------- 26 United Kingdom______________________ 39 

Luxembourg -------------------------- 54 
It is true that output per man-hour abroad 

today is still below ours, but it has been ris
ing faster abroad. According to an official but 
unpublished British calculation, output per 
man-hour in the United States increased by 
15 percent for all employees and by 20 per
cent for production workers between 1955 
and 1965, while in Japan (for all employees) 
it increased 250 percent. 

(24) Seven domestic steel facilities have 
been dismantled or idled as a result of rising 
imports. The impact on employment is diffi
cult to gage, however, because during the 
years 1964-66 the United States experienced 
increased domestic production of steel de
spite sharply rising imports. 

(25) Despite higher prices, Federal income 
taxes paid by steel companies in years 1958-
66 average less than 70 percent of those paid 
in 1951 and 1955-57, due primarily to lower 
profits. 

(26) Steel imports during the f:l.rst half of 
1967 approached 13 percent of domestic ship
ments and were over 40 percent for certain 
specific products. 

(27) The adverse effects of a reduction in 
output by 7 percent on costs per ton, caused 
in part by heavy fixed costs (depreciation, 
maintenance, interest, and property taxes), 
were again shown in the first half of 1967 
when, compared to the first half of 1966, 
profits declined by 28 percent. During the 
comparable periods, imports had risen from 
4.6 million tons to 5.2 million tons. 

CREDffilLITY GAP OR REALITY GAP? 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, on the 

eve of talks between the Governments of 
the United States and North Vietnam in 
Paris, many hope that the negotiators 
on both sides will negotiate on the basis 
of facts as they really are and have been 
and not on the basis of a misreading of 
history or a faulty understanding of cur
rent facts and potentialities. 

I would hope that the negotiators on 
the part of North Vietnam would not 
underestimate the military might of the 
United States or the valor and proficien
cy of the American fighting men. As I 
have said, the United States has the 
military capacity to lay waste all of North 
Vietnam-althcugh I would vigorously 
oppose a decision to do so. 
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On the other hand, I would hope that 

the negotiators on the part of the United 
States will bear in mind at all times not 
the official pronouncements distorting 
the reasons for the constantly escalating 
U.S. military involvement in Vietnam but 
rather the facts as they really are: how 
the UnitJd States promised not to dis
turb the Geneva accords, and then 
promptly proceeded, through a puppet 
governm~nt which it set up in Saigon, to 
subvert the provisions forbidding the re
arming of South Vietnam and the provi
sion requiring reunifying elections to be 
held in July 1956; how the United States 
is in Vietnan_ at its own invitation in vio
lation not only of the Constitution of the 
United States, the Charter of the United 
Nations, and the SEATO Treaty; and 
how the United States has constantly 
turned an unseeing eye on the strength 
among the people of South Vietnam of 
the National Liberation Front as a very 
real power to be reckoned with in any 
negotiations to bring about a cess·ation 
of hostilities in Vietnam. 

If peace is to come to Vietnam, the 
U.S. negotiators will have to be realistic. 
Will they be? 

Considerable doubt on that score is 
cast by Pulitzer Prize winning corre
spondent, David Halberstam, in an out
standing article, entitled "Bargaining 
With Hanoi," appearing in the May 11, 
1968, issue of the New Republic. 

Washington-

Mr. Halberstam writes-
suffers less from a credibility gap than a 
reality gap. Our leaders are not lying, not 
distorting so as to mislead the public (that 
which they distort for the public they have 
already subconsciously distorted for them
selves). They believe what they say. They are, 
nevertheless, wrong and have been wrong 
from the start. If the war goes on for five 
more years they will be wrong foc five more 
years. They understand neither the war, nor 
the enemy, nor their allies. We have been 
trapped by the felt need to justify our pre
vious estimates of what we and they could do. 

It is this self-deception concerning the 
origins and present state of the U.S. mili
tary involvement in Vietnam which may 
prove to be the biggest stumbling block 
to any meaningful achievement on the 
part of the U.S. negotiators in Paris. 

The American military establishment in 
Saigon-

Mr. Halberstam continues-
has consistently underestimated the capacity, 
the intent and the psychology of the enemy, 
and consistently overestimated the capacity 
and effectiveness of the Vietnamese fighting 
on its own side, believing its own and its 
allies' reports and .statistics, never question
ing too closely for fear of what it might learn. 
In ord·er to justify its earlier forecasts, it has 
syste-matically encouraged positive reporting. 

There can be no greater danger to an 
individual or to a nation than self-decep
tion. This will be especially important in 
the negotiations at Paris. 

The road of the negotiations will "be 
long and hard," writes Mr. Halberstam, 
because "those who should be best in
formed on Vietnam have been least in
formed." 

I hope that Mr. Halberstam will be 
proven wrong-but there is nothing in 
the past which leads me to believe that 
he will be. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle by Mr. Halberstam be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BARGAINING WITH HANOI 

(By David Halberstam) 
It is an unreal and deceptive time; we 

seem to be suspended on the brink of peace, 
as if somehow the war were over. Just like 
that, done one Sunday night over television. 
Yet there is a special irony here, for since 
the Tet offensive the war in any real sense 
for us has been over. Washington, for the 
first time, I think, now recognizes the re
silience of Hanoi and the Viet Cong, the 
fact that to a large degree we have been 
fighting the birth rate of that country. What 
I doubt is whether either Washington or 
the American people have recognized how 
tough the enemy is going to be, how Hanoi 
views the respective positions, how willing 
and able Hanoi is going to be to continue 
the war. We think it would be magnanimous 
to let the Viet Cong sit at the table; they 
think the war is won. No easy settlement lies 
ahead, no partition at the 15th parallel. 
We're moving from one painful period to 
another equally painful. 

Like the French before us, we control the 
ground we stand on, nothing more. For many 
tormented years we have talked about polit
ical progress in the South, but made none, 
for the political problems of Indochina are 
insoluble to Westerners. The dynamism of the 
Viet Cong has not been depleted by our 
enormous firepower. At a high price, we 
created over three painful years a small and 
fragile pacification program. The Tet offen
sive destroyed it. This was no small, tem
porary defeat, reversible by calling up an
other squadron of tanks. In this very special 
and different war, it was a defeat of con
summate magnitude, for they have extended 
to an extraordinary degree their control over 
the people in rural areas. In those tiny vil
lages, the Viet Cong have again discouraged 
our Vietnamese and encouraged their own. 
Viet Cong defections have fallen off sharply. 
Losses in the Tet offensive have already been 
replaced. The Viet Cong continue to occupy, 
virtually without challenge, villages you 
never heard of, villages unmentioned in the 
American papers. Spread thin like the French 
before us, we are poised at Khesanh and 
the cities and the base camps, while the 
enemy has been squeezing the countryside. 
(We call Khesanh a victory. I believe our 
adversaries never intended to take it. The 
price was too high for too little; a prolonged 
attack there might have united this divided 
America.) But as they squeeze the country
side, driving our Vietnamese more and more 
to district towns, the VC will gather more 
recruits; as they recruit more they will be 
able to risk more. 

Despite the claims made in Washington 
and Saigon that Tet was a death rattle, the 
communists' Ardennes offensive, it will be 
easier henceforth, not harder, for them to 
mount another similar offensive. Their mili
tary intell1gence on us will increase as they 
control more and more of the countryside; 
ours on them will decrease. We will be con
fined--even with a marginal troop increase
to base camps and isolated strong points, 
again like the French before us. The enemy 
wlll come closer to the mouths of these base 
camps, laying ambushes, planting mines 
right outside them until we become increas
ingly dependent on air as a means of travel, 
thus giving them an even firmer grip on the 
terrain and the people. ("The enemy," Vo 
Nguyen Giap wrote 16 years ago, in the first 
war, "will pass slowly from the offensive to 
the defensive. The blitzkrieg will transform 
itself into a war of long duration. Thus the 
enemy will be caught in a dilemma: he has 

to drag out the war in order to win it and 
does not possess on the other hand, the 
psychological and political means to fight a 
long drawn out war ... .'') This has hap
pened before: first to the French; then in 
late 1963, when the Viet Cong took control 
of the Mekong Delta without the American 
command in Eaigon knowing it and with few 
shots fired. In those days there was a very 
knoV"ledgeable Catholic priest who led his 
own private army with a good deal of success. 
"Yes," he said, when I asked him about the 
ambushes, "they have us in the caves and 
now they want to keep us there." 

I mention this history because it bears on 
my judgment that peace is not likely to 
break out this year, and that its achievement 
will be far more difficult than even the most 
pessimistic columnists appreciate. The 
enemy is lllOt only convinced that he has 
won the war; he has the passion, the re
sources, and I suspect, the desire, t;o con
tinue the war until he gets exactly what he 
wants. He will come to peace talks remem
bering with bitterness what happened at 
Geneva 14 years ago. We may imagine that 
somehow we gave in to the communists there 
in 1954. They feel they were about to take 
the entire country, and were cheated out of 
it. They are not about to settle for very much 
less; and, I suspect, given their control of 
the population, they will be willing to keep 
the war going until they get what in essence 
is victory. 

It has been one of this war's unique fea
tures that it has lent itself to so much official 
self-deception-not just f'or a couple o! 
weeks, but for years. What the Viet Cong did 
to the South Vietnamese Army in 1962 and 
1963 was obvious to the peasants early in the 
game but did not become apparent to the 
AmericalJ. generals until very late 1964. 

The subleties of a political war do not 
show up in statistics. For example, a VC bat
talion of 600 attacks a South Vietnamese 
outpost 20 miles from Saigon; it is a tough 
battle, but finally heavy American airpower 
is called in; the VC are driven off; 200 VC 
and only 30 of our Vietnamese are dead. In 
Saigon that night, a victory is proclaimed: 
the enemy sustained very heavy losses. But 
in the context of a political war, no victory 
has been won. What has been shown is that 
a battalion of Viet Cong can strike a gov
ernment post close to Saigon without one 
single peasant warning the post; the govern
ment has been shown to have no real control 
over the population. 

In the highly mobile desert warfare be
tween Arabs and Israelis, if one side is 
stronger than the other it will be obvious 
within 24 hours. In the complex revolution
ary war of Vietnam, if one side is on the 
whole stronger it may rarely show, because 
the weaker side (weaker politically) controls 
the airpower, the artillery; it can always take 
the turf if it makes the effort. Thus, the US 
mission in Saigon has spent a good deal of 
time pointing out that the Tet offensive was 
a psychological ploy. What is overlooked is 
that a great deal that the enemy does, and 
does effectively, is invisible to Weste-rn eyes. 
The claim that Tet was simply a propaganda 
maneuver minimizes what they actually did, 
and overrates much of what we did. For the 
past six years, the VC have fought to achieve 
precisely this--a powerful psychological effect 
on Vietnamese people. 

Washington suffers less from a credibility 
gap than a reality gap. Our leaders are not 
lying, not distorting so as to mislead the 
publlc (that which they distort for the public 
they have already subconsciously distorted 
for themselves). They believe what they say. 
They are, nevertheless, wrong and have been 
wrong from the start. If the war goes on 
for five more years they will be wrong for 
five more years. They understand neither 
the war, nor the enemy, nor their allies. We 
have been trapped by the felt need to justify 
our previous estimates of what we and they 
could do. Some of my friends in Saigon used 
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to complain bitterly that what Ambassador 
Bunker said in his private dinners with the 
press was what he said in public. But if Mr. 
Bunker began to doubt, the doubt would 
not have remained private for long, not with 
communications as they are. Besides, once 
you take the first step toward doubt, the rest 
follows as surely as if ordained. The moment 
our ambassador began to believe that cor
respondent Peter Arnett might be right about 
the quality of the South Vietnamese troops 
(and thus Westmoreland wrong), the entire 
commitment might crumble. So happily for 
the Washington reporting system, the am
bassador chose to believe Westmoreland. 

Semi-hawkish reporters became semi
dovish, because of what they see; whereas 
the officials, often because they lack personal 
experience of the country and the people, 
start out semi-hawkish and get more hawk
ish as they need to justify what they have 
said. 

There is a pattern of official behavior one 
can trace: X was loyal; he joined the gov
ernment in 1961, worked on Vietnam pro
gramming in a time which now seems light 
years away, when the US had a small com
mitment to help South Vietnam help itself 
(moral for those years: if you are prepared 
to join in a small war you must be prepared 
to accept a small defeat). By 1963, X began 
to wonder how "limited" the war was to be 
and whether it was worth the cost. The more 
he looked, the more flaws he saw, but he 
stayed loyal. He simply tried to point out the 
flaws to his colleagues. By 1965, he had con
cluded the whole enterprise was hopeless. 
He felt totally without influence and left the 
government. Was his place filled? Yes, by Y, 
who took over the job understanding the new 
commitment and the uses of massive power 
in Vietnam, and who in accepting the new 
position accepted an the premises which 
went with it. Exit Arthur Goldberg, follow
ing McNamara, Richard Goodwin, Ted Sor
ensen, Bill Moyers, Roger HUsman, James 
Thomson, Mike Forrestal. 

The slots that have been vacated can now 
be filled with men who have a stake in be
lieving the war will be won, who have said 
publicly it will be won, and who look for evi
dence that they are right. Walt W. Rostow 
is the classic example; he has been predict
ing the imminent collapse of the Viet Cong 
since 1965, when he told a friend of mine 
that it would take only six weeks. He has 
made similar predictions ever since. The Viet 
Cong have not collapsed, but neither has 
Rostow. If a field official wants to report to 
Rostow, he must get the positive news in first, 
because Rostow will turn off once the darker 
side comes on. Thus does the team insulate 
itself from undermining doubts, from real
ity. And when asked where they get their 
information, the team answers: General 
Westmoreland. And then Westmoreland goes 
too. 

One of the most incisive analyses of the 
Second Indochina war I know came in a re
cent National Educational Television con
versation among four newsmen. Peter Arnett, 
probably the most distinguished reporter of 
the war (he has won one Pull tzer and de
serves a second), was asked to comment on 
the following statement: "Ambassador Bun
ker has said that he bases much of his opti
mism on statistics-improved statistics
such as increased number of enemy k1lled, 
increased number of VC defectors. How valid 
do you think these statistics are as indicators 
of real progress?" 

Arnett replied: "Well I really feel that 
many in the Administration-and that's the 
senior military commanders, are looking a.t 
Vietnam in conventional terms. General 
Westmoreland in other words when he looks 
at the battle of Dak To at the DMZ sees it ln 
terms of World War II. ... So in Dak To for 
example when four regiments of enemy troops 
gathered around that mountain valley, Gen
eral Westmoreland's analysis of the situa.tion 
was that they were determined to overthrow 

the Dak To area, control it, and use it as 
some kind of supply base and entry port 
around the border. Others look at it, I do 
and many officers in the field look at it, from 
the point of view that the NV A we·re in that 
region-the North Vietnamese were there to 
attract American forces up and fight them 
in the hills which is the best possible battle 
ground for them. Also they're interested in 
pulling American troops from the populated 
area-get them away from the pacification 
program by moving them from the people 
thereby letting the communist guerrillas go 
back to their people and begin working them 
again .... If the communists indeed did h:we 
the objective that Westmoreland thought, of 
taking Dak To, well, they failed in their 
objective and they lost an estimated, a body 
count of 1,400 dead. That means they were 
decisively beaten and they were driven back 
into their sanc·tuary, Cambodia, therefore it 
was a great success for us. But if you look at 
it from the other point of view, that their 
main objective was to engage Americans in 
the worst possible terrain for the Americans, 
fight them, get big headlines in the United 
States and kill a lot and actually pay less in 
their own lives than they would in an open 
area like the Mekong Delta or the coast, and 
also if they intended to pull Americans out 
of populated areas ... then they had quite 
a succe·ss." 

The American military establishment in 
Saigon has consistently underestimated the 
capacity, the intent and the psychology of 
the enemy, and consistently overestimated 
the capacity and effectiveness of the Viet
namese fighting on its own side, believing 
its own and its allies' reports and statistics, 
never questioning too closely for fear of what 
it might learn. In order to justify its earlier 
forecasts, it has systematically encouraged 
positive reporting. The best reporters in Viet
nam have spent at least two years there and 
have assembled a dozen or so Americans 
and Vietnamese whose judgment they trust, 
who have been proved right, and who will, if 
protected, speak candidly. Military reporting 
is very different; it is inferior officer reporting 
to superior officer, statistics passed up, pes
simism played down, doubts filtered out, little 
evaluation of the source. Those officials who 
have tried to work independently and report 
independently have not found it easy. "You'll 
have to tone down your criticism of the South 
Vietnamese Army," one American was told 
about a year ago by a sympathetic superior, 
"I can't protect you any more." 

Westmoreland has been a classic example. 
Tall, handsome, able; considered even be
fore his appointment a likely chief of staff, 
he is not someone to whom you send bad 
news without very careful consideration. 
Westmoreland has been surrounded by con
centric circles of generals, colonels, lieu
tenant-colonels, each protecting him from 
the negative. At briefings, Westmoreland had 
little interest in complicated theories about 
the social fabric of the war; he was quickly 
bored by any discussion of the faults of the 
South Vietnamese Army, but fascinated for 
more than an hour by a discussion of a new 
way of smoking the Viet Cong out of their 
tunnels. The doubters and dissenters eased 
off for Westmoreland, in order to get a hear
ing. Getting through to him was not easy. 
He could leave a briefing with a known dis
senter thinking that even the dissenter was 
optimistic. He never understood the jour
nalists' completely different evaluation of the 
war. He was finally convinced, and said so 
publicly, that there was a cynical element in 
the Saigon press crew. 

On and on it goes. An excellent reporter 
like R. W. Apple of The New York Times 
writes a detailed story last August on how the 
war has been stalemated. Ambassador Bunker 
is annoyed, tells Westmoreland that he would 
like to see evidence of American progress in 
the last two years. So the word goes out to 
every corps area, and division staffs stay up 
most of one night grinding out evidence of 

US accomplishments (which exist, though 
whether this means that the war is being 
won is another thing). Some of the evidence 
is flown to Saigon during the night by jet 
and, when Bunker walks into his office the 
next day it is there, stacks of it, well
organized, proving just what the mission 
wanted to hear. 

If there was the rare South Vietnamese 
Army victory, Westmoreland would excitedly 
ask, was the press there?, was Arnett there?, 
was the Times there? More often than not, 
the answer would be no, because the press 
learned long ago that you cover as best you 
can the whole, not the isolated episode. But 
in Westmoreland's eyes, this simply con
firmed the cynicism of the press. 

So now we are haggling about where to 
meet the North Vietnamese to talk about 
peace. Despite the surging stock market, the 
polite things some presidential candidates 
are saying about the President, and the con
fident murmurs of the new Secretary of De
fense, the way will be long and hard. And 
one reason is that those who should be best 
informed on Vietnam have been least in
formed. 

SCULPTURE EXHIBITION AT NORTH 
CAROLINA GALLERY FOR THE 
BLIND ATTRACTS APPRECIATIVE 
VISITORS 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, North 

Carolina can be rightly proud of its rich 
tradition for the arts and humanities. 
The North Carolina Museum, at Raleigh, 
is one of the most widely renowned cul
tural undertakings in America. Anyone 
who has visited the museum is immedi
ately aware of the strong desire of North 
Carolinians to preserve beauty in many 
forms. 

Two years ago, through the generosity 
of the Mary Duke Biddle Foundation, 
the North Carolina Museum of Art es
tablished the Mary Duke Biddle Gallery 
for the Blind. Because of the museum's 
desire to make art available to every
body, blind persons can now enjoy a 
great deal of the art which the museum 
offers. 

The New York Times of Friday, May 3, 
1968 published an excellent article en
titled: "Sculpture Exhibition at North 
Carolina Gallery for the Blind Attracts 
Appreciative Visitors." 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 3, 1968] 
SCULPTURE EXHmiTION AT NORTH CAROLINA 

GALLERY FOR THE BLIND ATTRACTS APPRECIA
TIVE VISITORS 

(By Milton Esterow) 
RALEIGH, N.C.-Marjorie Bennett McCune, 

a soft-spoken, gray-haired woman, recently 
stood before a Berthe Morisot sculpture of 
which she said later: 

"I enjoyed the lovely head of the beautiful 
little girl with a round, sm111ng face and pig
tails hanging down her back. There was some
thing fresh and lovely about the young face 
that my fingers could not miss." 

Miss McCune, who is blind, had just visited 
the Mary Duke Biddle Gallery for the Blind 
at the North Carolina Museum of Art. 

The gallery designed so that the blind may 
touch works of art, opened two years ago and 
is believed by its originator, Charles W. Stan
ford, to be the first of its kind. Mr. Stanford 
is its director and is also the museum's cura
tor of education. 
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Several museums, including the Los An
geles County Art Museum, are now consider
ing establishing similar galleries. 

The 16-by-32 foot gallery was created with 
a grant from the Mary Duke Biddle Foun
dation of New York. Mrs. Biddle, who died in 
1960, was a daughter of Benjamin N. Duke, 
one of the founders of Duke University. 

Mary Switzer, Commissioner of Vocational 
Rehabilitation of the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare, assisted in the gal
lery's planning. Last month, the gallery re
ceived a grant of $25,000 from the department 
that Will enable it to double its size, 

Since its opening, 4,000 blind persons have 
visited the gallery, which changes its exhibi
tions-mainly shows of sculpture borrowed 
from museums, dealers and collectors across 
the country-every two months. 

"The gallery offers an opportunity for the 
blind that they've never had before," Mr. 
Stanford said. "I believe it has helped to de
velop the blind person's powers of perception, 
his knowledge and imagination and has given 
him a glimpse into a realm of civilization 
that before now has been unavailable to 
him." Mr. Stanford is 38 years old and is a 
graduate of Princeton University, where he 
majored in art history and archeology. 

The gallery was built so that the blind visi
tor needs no help at all once he arrives at the 
door. Instructions in Braille on how to use 
the gallery are attached to the wall at the 
entrance. Also on the wall is a relief map of 
the gallery with Braille labels indicating ex
hibition space, library and study area. 

The objects are displayed on a counter two 
feet wide and three feet from floor level. A 
guide rail, raised 2 inches above the counter, 
directs the blind visitor through the exhibi
tion. On the inside of the rail are Braille 
labels-many of them made by blind stu
dents-describing the objects. 

The items are within easy reach and the 
blind visitor may stop and hold them in his 
hand. Since the gallery's opening no object 
has been damaged, Mr. Stanford said. 

BOURDELLE AND NADELMAN 

The current show, "Portraits in Sculpture," 
comprises 53 works, including busts of Lin
coln, Washington, Sir Winston Churchill, 
Mark Twain, former President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower and Gov. DanK. Moore of North 
Carolina and ancient Egyptian and African 
sculpture. 

Also on view are a bronze of Beethoven by 
Antoine Bourdelle and works by Elie Nadel
man and Andre Derain. Other shows have 
included pieces by Rodin, Daumier, Degas, 
Maillol, Henry Moore and Reg Butler. 
. The gallery has a reference library in 

Braille. The visitor also receives a Braille 
catalogue. 

One recent visitor was John Lynn Brown, 
a 19-year-old student at the Governor More
head School for the Blind in Raleigh. 

"I've been here about 15 times," he said, 
"Each time I spend close to an hour here. I 
enjoy history and this makes it more mean
ingful for me. When we look at something 
with our hands, it's the same to us as when 
you look at something with your eyes. To a 
blind person there is no difference at all. 

"The mental image you retain is what is 
important. I could give as realistic a descrip
tion of a piece as anyone else. A blind person 
can appreoiate art as much as a sighted per
son." 

Miss McCune, after running her fingers 
over the bust of Lincoln by Daniel Chester 
French for several minutes, said: 

"I gained a clear mental picture of the 
man's appearance, the heavy tousled hair, 
the high cheekbones and lined face, the firm 
mouth and pointed chin, the ample beard 
and sideburns-all were recognized by touch. 

"The face impressed me as one that was 
serious but kind, one which reflected the 
burdens and grave responsibilities of the 
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President. For me the sculptor succeeded in 
reaching my soul." 

Mr. Stanford said that no work of art had 
been put on display "that does not meet the 
same high sta ndards as required in the mu
seum galleries for the sighted. All objects 
are selected to serve an esthetic purpose as 
well as a teaching one." 

He added: "Most museums, of course, 
have a policy of 'do not touch.' Well, this 
gallery has become so successful that many 
of the sighted have been coming in." 

THE GOLDEN SPIKE 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, 99 years ago 

today an important national event was 
scheduled to take place at Promontory 
Summit in Utah. But 99 years ago today 
there was a downpour of rain which 
washed out the tracks in Weber Canyon. 
The rain continued the next day; so in
stead of today, May 8, Friday, May 10, 
will be the 99th anniversary of the driv
ing of the Golden Spike and the joining 
of the transcontinental railroad. 

The joining of the Central Pacific and 
the Union Pacific, May 10, 1869, was truly 
a momentous occasion. It is difficult for 
us today to realize just how important 
it was. We who are used to supersonic 
jets and coast-to-coast, nonstop jet 
:flights find it difficult to comprehend 
the burdens of travel encountered by our 
forefathers. 

The Mormon pioneers who settled in 
Utah have left diaries which describe 
how they would start at the break of 
day, travel all day long with their ox 
teams and wagons or hand carts, and at 
dusk they could turn around and still see 
the place from where they started the 
day's journey. 

For our ancestors who struggled to 
cross this continent to settle in Utah 
and California, and other Western States, 
the joining of the railroad meant the 
end of such tortuous travel. Now the 
speed and comfort of rail travel would 
make their journeys and the shipment of 
their goods and supplies incredibly fast 
and easy by comparison. 

The 99th anniversary will be marked in 
Utah, Friday, May 10, by a reenactment 
of the original driving of the golden 
spike at the original site at Promontory 
Summit. This reenactment has been held 
at the original site every year since 1952 
by the Golden Spike Association. 

Next year will be the centennial of 
this event. We have been planning for 
this celebration for many years, and our 
aim is to try to make the centennial of 
the event worthy of the importance of the 
original happening. 

We now have a Golden Spike Centen
nial Celebration Oommission, created by 
a joint resolution which I had the honor 
to introduce. Mr. Thomas M. Goodfellow, 
president of the Association of American 
Railroads, serves as chairman of the 
commission. He will represent the com
missi-on at the 99th celebration in Utah, 
Friday. 

Other members of the commission in
clude the following Senators: WALLACE 

F. BENNETT, my fellow Utahan; ALAN 
BIBLE, from Nevada; THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
from California, and myself. 

There are, in addition, the following 
Members of the House of Representa-

tives: Mr. Moss, from California; Mr. 
BROTZMAN, from Colorado; Mr. ROGERS, 
from Colorado; and Mr. BuRTON, from 
Utah. 

Industry representatives on the com
mission include: Robert L. Pierce, general 
solicitor, Southern Pacific Go.; Francis 
Joseph Melia, vice president, Union Pa
cific Railroad Co.; W. Ashley Gray, Jr., 
chairman, Railway Progress Institute; 
and R. R. Bryant, general secretary and 
treasurer, Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Enginemen and Firemen. 

.The commission has retained a public 
relations firm to prepare a plan for the 
celebration. That plan has been pre
sented to the commission and is now 
under consideration. The commission 
has established its own public relations 
committee which has had several meet
ings to discuss plans to make the event 
of national importance. 

In a related matter, the House this 
week passed my bill authorizing the U.S. 
Mint to strike a commemorative medal. 
Once the President signs the bill, the 
striking of the medals will begin. 

We want the centennial to commem
orate appropriately a historic event. 
Much has been written about the con
struction of the two railroads and their 
final meeting at Promontory. 

One of the best informed persons on 
the subject is Mrs. Bernice Gibbs Ander
son, president of the National Golden 
Spike Society. She has written many 
articles on the subject. One in particular 
deals with the events surrounding the 
final day and the driving of the final 
spike. 

I ask unanimous consent that her ar
ticle, entitled "The Last Spike," be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was order to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE LAST SPIKE 

(By Bernice Gibbs Anderson) 
The "Last Spike" which completed the 

Transcontinental Railroad was driven on 
May 10, 1869, at Promontory Summit, Box 
Elder Oounty, Utah. A good road, U-83, leaves 
U.S. 30-South at Corinne and leads to the 
Monument at Promontory Summ:lt, 25 miles 
west. It is 32 miles from Brigham Oity, the 
Oounty Seat, and can also be reached by way 
of Tremonton and Blue Oreek Junction both 
on U.S. 30-South. 

The monument marking the spot was 
placed by the Southern Pacific Company 
about 1915, while the original line around 
the north end of the Great Salt Lake was still 
in use. This old line was removed in 1942. 

Thiokol Chemical Company's plant is 
about ten miles to the northeast. This is 
where the Minuteman and other space age 
vehicles were developed, in cooperation with 
the U.S. Air F1oroe. The community of Prom
ontory lies along the eastern side of the 
Promontory range and to the south, and a 
few ranches are scattered through the little 
valley on top of the range where the Monu
ment is Located, and to the west at Cedar 
Springs. 

Th·e driving of the Golc1en, or Last spike, is 
re-enacted annually on May lOth at the orig
inal site by the Golden Spike Assooiation of 
Box Elder County, with the cooperation of 
the Box Elder Oounty Commissioners and 
various other groups. 

In 1869 the ceremony was set for May 8th. 
But rain washed out the Union Pacific tracks 
east of Ogden in Weber Canyon and the spe
cial train bringing Union Paoific dignitaries 
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from Omaha to Promontory was stalled in 
the downpour near Devil's Gate. 

Central Pacdfic's delegation arrived at 
Promontory on May 7th, aboard the Stanford 
Special. Advised of the delay, they promptly 
wi-red word to the Sacramento office. Word 
came back that the people in California were 
ready to celebrate . . . and so they cMd, for 
three whole days and nights. Completion of 
the line meant that those who had left homes 
and families to come west to seek their for
tunes in the gold fields and by other endeav
ors, could now return to the east by rail in 
days instead of months. Now the long dan
gerous trip across the plains by ox team or 
stage coach, or by boat to the west coast ~as 
not nece:SSary. 

On the Promontory, the rain poured down 
on the new tracks, the dismal railroad camps 
and the Stanford Special. Jack Casement of 
Union Pacific ordered a train to Promontory 
to bring Central Pacific's people in to Ogden 
where they were entertained and taken on a 
tour to Weber Canyon. On their return to 
Promontory, still in the rain, the Stanford 
Special withdrew 25 miles west to Monument 
Point, where the steward went hunting and 
brought in a mess of Sage Hens. 

It was said that Union Pacific's construc
tion crews heard a rumor on Saturday eve
ning that the Central's workmen were plan
ning to extend their spur, laid temporarily, 
into a permanent siding in order to claim 
Promontory as a Central terminal. Jack Case
ment and General Dodge of the U. P. rustled 
their gangs and worked through the night 
to complete their own siding and claim Prom
on tory as Union Pacdfic terminal. Now the 
Central's record of ten miles of track laid in 
one day on April 28, did not seem so bitter 
to the Casement Irish. This record, made a 
few daYB previously on a stretch of line a few 
miles south of the monument site, estab
lished a world's record that has never been 
broken in railroad bud.lding. 

The weather improved on Sunday after
noon, and the tent town of Promontory com
pleted setting up its establishments along 
both sides of the right of way. The Hell-on
Wheels thSJt had dogged the workers of 
Union Pacific nearly all the way from Omaha 
had made its last camp. Here were the com
pany missionaries, the sleeping tents, the 
saloons and gambling dens, the eating 
houses and the "Soiled Doves" as Beadle 
called them. The Central had already sent 
most of its Chinese back along the line to 
the west. By way of comparison the Central 
allowed no saloons or gambling along its 
entire line while the road was being built. 

The new tracks at Promontory Summit ran 
diagonally from Northeast to Southwest 
called "east" and "west" by the railroads, 
depending on which general direction the 
terminals of each company lay. The builders 
of each line had endeavored to be the first to 
reach the Salt Lake valley to secure this rich 
trade territory and also to acquire the huge 
land grants and the advance bonds given on 
each 100 miles of railroad. The terrific strug
gle to complete their lines as far as possible 
was intensified in the last months of the 
great race. On April 9th they agreed to join 
the rails at Promontory, and on April lOth 
Congress decreed: "That the common termi
nus of the Union Pacific Railroad and Central 
Pacific Railroad shall be at or near Ogden; 
and the Union Pacific Railroad Oompany 
shall build, and the Central Railroad Com
pany shall pay for and own, the railroad 
from the terminus aforesaid to Promontory 
Summit, at which point the ralls shall meet 
and conneet and form one continuous line." 
In this ra.ce 225 miles of parallel grades were 
thrown up. 

On mid-morning of May lOth, the con
struction trains pulled in, with track and 
grading gangs clinging to all available space. 
Next came other workers, riding the grading 
nags, and residents of northern Utah and 
southern Idaho, in wagons, buggies, surreys 
and other conveyances. Then came the 

Stanford Special, returning from Monument 
Point, drawn by the Jupiter-60. Engineer 
George Booth and Fireman R. A. Murphy. 
Aboard were Gov. Leland Stanford, Chief 
Justice Sanderson of Oalifornia, collector 
G. T. Gage of Nevada, who took the silver 
spike back to that state, Gov. A. P. K. Safford 
of Arizona and several others. 

The delayed U. P. Special pulled in about 
10:30 with vice president T. C. Durrant of 
the U.P., Sidney Dillon, Chairman of the 
Board of Directors, John Dift', Boston, direc
tor, Major Gen. Grenvme M. Dodge, chief 
engineer, Gen. S. B. Reed, Gen. Superintend
ent, Gen. J. S. Casement and his brother, 
Daniel T. Casement, track laying contractors, 
A. P. Russell, official photographer from New 
York and many others, including the Rev. Dr. 
John Todd of Massachusetts who gave the 
invocation. It was drawn by the Rogers-119, 
not to be confused with engine No. 117, which 
also seems to have been on the ground. The 
engineer was Sam Bradford, and firemen 
either David Lemon of Whitehall, illinois, or 
Cyrus A. Sweet of East Douglas, Massachu
setts. On this train, also, were four companies 
of the Twenty-first Infantry in command of 
Gen. Patrick A. Connor from Camp Douglas, 
Utah, enroute to the Presidio at San Fran
cisco. A second U. P. Train brought the Tenth 
Ward Band of Salt Lake City, and many Utah 
dignitaries, including Governor Charles 
Durkee of Utah Territory, Bishop John Sharp 
and Ool. Charles R. Savage, William Jennings, 
Feramore Little, R. T. Burton, C. R . Savage 
of Salt Lake City, and F. D. Richards, Lorin 
Farr, C. W. West of Ogden, and Ezra T. 
Benson of Cache Valley. Bishop Sharp 
brought the regrets of Brigham Young, 
absent in Southern Utah, and also repre
sented the firm of Sharp and Young, con
tractors, and the last three represented the 
firm of Benson, Farrand West, also contrac
tors, all of whom had charge of the grading 
through Utah, being sub-contractors on a 
$2,000,000 contract made by Brigham Young 
and on which he later had to accept $1,000,000 
of the amount in surplus railroad equipment 
which was used on the Utah Central and 
other Utah lines. 

A sPcond Central Pacific train pulled in and 
that official party was increased by Treasurer 
Mark Hopkins, engineering chiefs Montague 
and Gray, Superintendent and Mrs. Stro
bridge, and several others. 

The crowd, which numbered around 1500, 
was cleared from the gap left between the two 
lines, by the military, who lined up in double 
column formation on the western side of the 
track. Crews from each line laid the last two 
rails and Chinese who had been preparing the 
roadbed for the last tie, moved back. Super
intendents Reed of the U.P. and Strobridge 
of the C. P. carried the laurel tie from the 
Stanford Special and tension mounted as the 
dignitaries took their places. Some speeches 
were made and the crowd cheered the United 
States, the Flag, the Pacific Railway, the 
financiers, the workers, and the surveyors 
who found the path for the ralls. The bands 
joined the uproar. Wire led from the tele
graph line to a small table holding the in
struments in readiness for sending the 
famous message, and auger holes had been 
made in the tie in which to set the spikes. 

Edgar Mllls as EmCee of Sacramento, in
troduced the Rev. Todd who gave a two min
ute prayer while the nation spanning wires 
were being cleared to Promontory. J . W. 
Haines and F . A. Tri tle each drove one of the 
iron spikes, W. H. Nottingham, president of 
the Michigan South and Lake Shore Railroad 
also drove one. The operator tapped out the 
message, "We have got done praying. The 
spike is about to be presented." Dr. Harkness 
presented the gold spikes to Dr. Durant, who 
slid them into their holes. Gov. Saft'ord gave 
the spikes of Nevada and Arizona to Gov. 
Stanford, who also placed them. The silver 
sledge was also presented. The prepared 
speeches, which had already been given to 
the press, were appropriately rendered. The 

silver sledge evidently was only to be used 
symbolically. 

Now came the momentous event! Using 
the regular iron sledge attached to the tele
graph wires instead of the silver sledge, Stan
ford swung at the iron spike and missed, 
hitting the rail instead. The telegrapher 
tapped out the three dots signifying "Done"! 
as Durant duplicated his feat. The time 
was 2:47p.m. eastern standard time at Wash
ington D.C., actually 12:47 at Promontory 
by "Suntime". 

The crowd went wild as the engines met 
over the junction, the firemen taking the 
throttles as engineers Bradford and Booth 
climbed out on the engines holding bottles 
of champagne which were smashed on the 
pilots of the opposite engines, the wine foam
ing over the last tie and the last rail and 
the last spike! Pictures were taken of every
thing but the actual driving, probably due 
to the type of slow lenses used by photog
raphers of that period. 

The epic event of ocean spanning im
portance thr1lled the world. The magnetic 
ball fixed on the dome of the U.S. Capitol 
at Washington, D.C. fell as the wire hummed. 
At San Francisco the fire bell in the city 
hall tower pealed and 200 guns thundered a 
salute from Fort Point, as cannons, whistles 
and bells joined the uproar of thousands. At 
Omaha and New York 100 guns boomed, and 
cheering throngs paraded. The Liberty Bell 
spoke at Philadelphia, and a parade four 
miles long marched in Chicago. In Salt Lake 
City Mormons and Gentiles overflowed the 
great tabernacle, their differences momen
tarily forgotten. In Ogden seven thousand 
people thronged into the new tabernacle to 
listen to bands and speeches. 

At Promontory several of the dignitaries 
were invited to lightly tap the gold and silver 
spikes before they were removed. Some of 
the m11itary officers using their sword hilts 
for this purpose. The laurel tie was removed 
and taken back to the Stanford car, and an 
ordinary tie set in place. Strobridg·e and Reed 
then drove an ord-inary spike into it. Stan
ford took the Hewes spike and gave the other 
one to Gen. Dodge Durant having retired 
to his car. 

The Nevada spike was given to G. T. Gage 
who took it back to that state and the Ari
zona spike was given to Gov. Saft'ord. Both 
are now in the Stanford University Museum 
at Palo Alto, California, as is the silver 
headed sledge. Some of the newspapers men
tioned spikes also from Idaho and Montana. 
The laurel tie was destroyed in the earth
quake and fire of 1900 in San Francisco. 

The spikes driven by Strobridge and Reed 
and the redwood tie replacing the laurel tie 
were promptly appropriated by souvenir 
hunters, along with several replacements. 
Two rails were demolished, also, so it is 
probable that the Chinese and Irish work
men really joined the lines after all. 

During the afternoon, traffic moved east 
and west as the visitors left. Promontory, 
having grown to some thirty tent houses 
straggling on each side of the tracks and 
many small tents dotting the sage covered 
valley, was left to itself. The citizens in
dulged in a banquet, a torchlight proces
sion, and a grand ball with an uproar which 
must have startled the little prairie dogs hid
ing in their underground "cities". 

Promontory continued to be the junction 
of the two lines until November 1869, when 
Ogden became the terminal. However, a con
siderable population was needed here for 
many years and Promontory deserves a chap
ter of its own. 

OMBUDSMAN 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
from March 28 through March 31, 1968, 
the St. Louis University School of Law 
and the American Assembly of Columbia 
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University cosponsored the Mid-America 
meeting on "The Ombudsman." 

At the conclusion of the assembly 
meeting, a statement representing gen
eral agreement between participants was 
issued. The statement deserves the at
tention of the Senate. Therefore, I ask 
unanimous consent that the report be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE OMBUDSMAN 

(Report of the Mid-America Assembly spon
sored by St. Louis University School of 
Law and the American Assembly, Columbia 
University, Mar. 28-31, 1968) 
(NoTE.-At the close of their discussions 

the participants in the Mid-America Assem
bly on The Ombudsman reviewed as a group 
the following statement. The statement rep
resents general agreement; however, no one 
was asked to sign it, and it should not be 
assumed that every participant necessarily 
subscribes to every recommendation.) 

THE PROBLEM 

The present-day American ha.s ever-in
creasing contacts with government at all 
levels. The contacts are sometimes unsatis
factory, and complaints are presented with 
great regularity. 

The doctrine that government exists to 
serve the people is fundamental to American 
political theory. It is important to the pres
ervation of this principle that citizens have 
the means for protesting against govern
mental action or inaction which operates 
unfairly or prejudicially toward them. 
EXISTING MEANS OF PROCESSING COMPLAINTS 

1. The media of mass communication 
The press has had an historic role in pro

tecting individuals who have dealings with 
government, and newer media have come to 
share this role to a d.egree. The media have 
the advantage of being independent of the 
governmental structure and have a tradition 
of mistrust of government. The threat of 
adverse publicity is a powerful one, for gov
ernment officials pay careful attention to 
the complaints of newsmen. 

The media, however, have their limita
tions. The very independence which facili
tates challenge to goverment agencies also 
has its disadvantages. A newspaper or a 
broadcasting station is essentially a private 
enterprise which may reflect the interests 
and prejudices of its proprietors. Also, be
cause of economic considerations, the press 
sometimes restrains itself from looking into 
areas that require investigation. Penetrating 
inquiry amd follow-up are often hindered by 
staff limitations. The media, however, are 
governed by a sense of newsworthiness. 
They may launch inquiries, only to abandon 
or de-emphasize them in favor of items of 
more current interest. 

2. The courts 
Amelican courts have exercised control 

over legislative, executive and administra
tive actions to a greater extent than the 
judiciary in any other part of the world. 
Americans who try to contain governmental 
action within proper bounds necessarily look 
to the judicial system. 

Yet it is apparent that judicial remedies 
furnish an incomplete answer to the prob
lems of citizen grievances and complaints. 
A court acts only on the cases that are 
brought before it. Litigants seldom can pro
ceed effectively without the services of law
yers, which many cannot afford. Even those 
able to pay counsel may have problems with 
government agencies in which the rights ap
pear clear but which do not have dollar 
value sufflcient to justify legal proceedings. 
Many courts, moreover, c.runnot dispose of 

their judicial business within a reasonable 
time. 

A grand jury may sometimes proceed ef
fectively against oppressive or unlawful con
duct on the part of administrators. How
ever, some factors limiting effectiveness of 
the grand jury are: lack of continuity and 
expertise, limited authority, and excessive 
dependence on prosecuting attomeys. It is 
unusual for a grand jury to initiate inde
pendent investigations. 

Much can be done to improve the func
tioning of the judicial system in protecting 
individual rights. Legal aid can be provided 
for those who have no means of hiring their 
own lawyers to protect important rights. 
Those who are successful in challenging gov
ernment agencies might be reimbursed for 
their own expenses (which is almost never 
done at the present time) . Even with these 
measures, however, much of the solution to 
the problem of citizens' complaints lies out
side of the judicial system. 

Many complaints, for example, deal with 
government action which is within the letter 
of the law but which may still be unfeeling 
or unnecessarily rigid. The courts show great 
deference to the administrative agencies and 
sustain their actions which are not clearly 
unlawful. Citizens may need assistance with 
respect to the discretionary aspects of gov
ernment action which courts cannot give. 

3. Internal Processing of Grievances 
Where an agency, following investigation 

of a complaint, finds that its action was jus
tified, the citizen is entitled to a prompt ex
planation and to advice as to the method for 
seeking relief. Some agencies have a reputa
tion for courtesy, fairness and thoroughness 
in receiving and processing citizens' com
plaints, while the practices of others leave 
much to be desired. 

The members of the public, however, may 
not have confidence in self-policing by agen
cies. If a complaint is ultimately referred to 
the person whose action is being protested, 
there can be little expectation of redress. 
This lack of confidence is all the more likely 
when the agency's work is necessarily un
pleasant to many citizens, a.s is the case with 
police and tax-collecting agencies. There is 
also understandable fear of retaliation if the 
complai:lant has frequent dealings with the 
agency. 

Where complaints go to the agency in
volved, there may be problems of politics. 
There may be suspicion that all citizens do 
not receive equal treatment at the hands 
of the agency, and that it is necessary to 
seek the intervention of one who reputedly 
has political influence. 

4. The ro"Le of the legislator 
Legislators at federal, state, and local levels 

have traditionally concerned themselves with 
the problems of their constituents in dealing 
with the executive and administrative agen
cies of government. In addition to voting on 
bills, the legislator is expected to be the 
representative of his people before agencies 
of the government. In this respect, he af
fords an important humanizing function. 

Legislators have often been of great assist
ance to their oonstituents in the handling 
of complain-ts. AI!!. complaints increase in 
number M1d complexity, however, legislwtive 
casework appears as O!llly a partLal solution. 
The 1egl:slator seldom has the time or the 
staff to give detailed attention to individual 
items. He may simply refer a complaint to the 
aJgency involved, and this will then present 
the self-policing situation with disadvan
tages as discussed ·above. A legisLator's effec
tiveness may vary with his experience and 
prominence. Although legislators normally 
receive and handle complaints of all their 
constituents, a citizen may not have con
fidence in the casework of one he has con
sistently opposed. 

Legislative handling of complaints might 
be improved by providing additional and 

more efficient staff assis'ta.n.ce, but here there 
is a disadvantage of increasing the dista.n.ce 
between the citizen and his representative. 
There is a danger that this may reproduce 
some of the very problems of bureaurcracy 
for which legislative casework is intended to 
be a co~rective. Further.motl'e, it does not seem 
realistic to expect the legislator to handle 
the ever-increasing volume of complaints. 

5. Other agencies 
Clergymen, social and community workers, 

politicians, lawyers, servioe orgamizations, 
and others have frequently helped pe()lple 
with complaints. Their ass.istanoe is often 
valuable, but has wide vari.ation in effeCitive
ness. 

DEMONSTRATED NEED FOR THE "OMBUDSMAN" 

There was consensus that an independe:nt 
office for the receiving and processing of 
complaints about governmental action or 
inaction could be o.f great value. The word 
"Ombudsman" has found its way into the 
English language and, although its use is not 
witho-ut problems, it appe·ars to be an appro
priate descriptive term for the officer per
forming the functions just described. 

Possible advantages of an Ombudsman are 
as follows: (1) famili·a.rity with government 
in its several w:~pect.s and skill in dealing 
with government officials and employees; (2) 
independence, both of the incumbent ad
ministration and of the general political 
process; (3) accessibility to the members of 
the public so that they may present com
plaints in confidence and without fear of re
prisal; (4) a reputation for efficiency, in
tegrity, and impartiality; ( 5) the manifesta
tion to the public of concern with the prob
lems of every individual, so that he rec·eives 
the consideration he deserves in his business 
with the government; ( 6) the provision of a 
safety valve or catharsis for irremediable 
complaints; (7) identification of recurring 
patterns of complaints indicating the need 
for remedial action. 

The Ombudsman should not be limited 
to the handling of the complaints which are 
brought to him. He should have the author
ity to initiate investigations where he has 
reason to believe that there are just grounds 
for public complaint. Many people are un
informed about facilities for receiving com
plaints, or are unable or afraid to present 
their own complaints. Those in disadvan
taged circumstances, in particular, are often 
unable to present their own problems in 
such a way as to obtain effective assistance. 

The very contemplation of the Ombuds
man's office shows the need for a person 
of great insight and ab111ty. Those who argue 
for self-policing may say that only one who 
is thoroughly familiar with agency work is 
able to deal with complaints in a way which 
is fair to the individual and to the general 
public. At times, however, an intelligent and 
experienced outsider versed in administra
tive methods may be able to make sugges
tions which are helpful to an agency which 
has become steeped in its own procedures. 
The office of Ombudsman could provide a 
valuable aux111ary to the self-policing 
process. 

There is also the problem of size of the 
Ombudsman operation. The Ombudsman of 
tradition is a single individual. No such in
dividual could possibly function in a govern
ment of any size without assistance. The 
office would serve little purpose and would 
quickly lose public confidence if it had so 
much work that complaints were not han
dled with reasonable dispatch. Yet, as with 
the legislator, if the staff becomes too large, 
the problems inherent in a bureaucracy may 
appear. There is a dilemma of size with no 
complete solution. 

The Ombudsman's efforts should be de
signed to supplement the existing methods 
of redress of complaints, as listed above. Each 
of these techniques has its proper sphere 
for which there is no adequate substitute. 
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PROBLEMS IN ESTABLISHING THE OMBUDSMAN 

1. Problems in initiating the office 
The need for an Ombudsman can be sensed 

at all levels-federal, state and local. There 
was a preference for beginning with a project 
at the local level. In order to present a fair 
test, the office should not be confronted with 
overwhelming problems and responsibilities 
from its very inception. A trial at one place, 
however, would not necessarily preclude a 
trial elsewhere. 

There was some interest in a federal 
Ombudsman project for a particular state, as 
an experimental matter. The State of Mis
souri seemed to be one of several appropri
ate choices. 

The trial should not be for a specifically 
limited period, for this might weaken the 
effectiveness and prestige of the office. Simul
taneous programs in several locations, with 
no definite time limits, would be highly 
desirable. 

2. Appointment and qualifications 
All discussion indicated that the Ombuds

man would have to be a very exceptional 
person, both in his background and in his 
personal qualities. It is desirable that he be 
conversant with the processes of law and gov
ernment, but he would not necessarily have 
to be a member of the legal profession. 

The initial selection should be the ulti
mate responsibility of the legislative author
ity of the area. The compensation would have 
to be sufficient to attract a person of great 
ability. 

The Ombudsman should have a term ex
tending over a number of years and should 
have protection against capricious removal 
prior to the expiration of his term. The term 
should not end at the same .time as those 
of the legislative and executive officials with
in the jurisdiction. There should be a pre
scribed retirement age. 

3. Jurisdiction 
There was general agreement that the 

jurisdiction of the Ombudsman should not 
include the legislative and judicial branches 
of government. The duties of the office should 
be defined by law. 

4. Office organization and operation 
The incumbent should be afforded broad 

discretion in establi.shing and organizing the 
office. Much experimentation will be necessary 
at the outset in the structuring of the of
fice. The legislative authority must provide 
funds adequate to permit the office to do 
its work. 

Experience indicates that many com
plaints may be expected over which the 
office has no jurisdiction. The complainants 
should not be simply turned away, but 
should be referred to the proper agency. 

The office will normally refer people to an 
operating agency if that agency has not had 
the opportunity to deal with .the matter it
self. The Ombudsman should generally be 
available only where the citizen and the 
government agency have been unable to reach 
an understanding. 

Where a proper complaint within the Om
budsman's jurisdiction is received, it should 
be processed quickly and thoroughly. The 
citizen should, if possible, have access to the 
Ombudsman himself. A screening process is 
necessary, however, so that the Ombudsman 
will be able to focus on complaints which 
should have his personal attention. But care 
should be taken not to develop a bureauc
racy which would eliminate the humanizing 
factor of the office. 

5. Powers 
It 1s essential that the Ombudsman have 

access to agency files and that he have sub
pena power over witnesses and documents. 
Officers and employees who fail to cooperate 
with the Ombudsman should be subject to 
discipline or discharge. 

The Ombudsman should have the power 
to make recommendations but not to over-

rule administrative decisions. He normally 
should proceed within the agency concerned. 
If the problem is not solved there, a report 
should be made to the superior administra
tive authority. In some cases, the Ombuds
man may find it necessary to make a re
port to the prosecuting authorities. 

The ultimate recourse is through public
ity, by reporting to the legislature and by 
release of information to the news media. 
The authority to make public disclosure is 
important, but it should be exercised only 
after careful consideration and with due at
tention to the interests of all concerned. 

At times there may be a difference of opin
ion between the administrative agency and 
the Ombudsman, in which each side main
tains its position with sincerity. Agency per
sonnel should not be subject to retaliation 
for taking a position oppored to that of the 
Ombudsman. 

The Ombudsman should make periodic 
reports to the appointing authority. These 
reports should contain recomendations for 
the appropriate legislative action, the need 
for which has been indicated by cases he has 
handled. 
LIMITATIONS ON THE OMBUDSMAN'S FUNCTION 

As has been said earlier, the Ombudsman's 
office would not displace existing avenues of 
redress, but rather would furnish the oppor
tunity for correction of some of their dem
onstrated inadequacies. The restricted scope 
of the Ombudsman's function should be 
publicized, and the public should be made 
aware of needs which will remain even when 
the Ombudsman is established. 

1. Legal aid 
The Ombudsman is not a substitute for a 

legal aid program. The theory behind free 
legal aid is that any citizen should be en
titled to judicial determination of issues in 
which he has a legally demonstrable interest. 
He should be able to proceed with the as
sistance of his own lawyer, whose responsi
bility is to him alone. 

2. "Little Hoover Commission" 
It is not contemplated that the Ombuds

man would be a substitute for "Little Hoover 
Commissions". He would have no responsibil
ity for recommending overall reorganization 
of agencies. 

3. Offices of Information and Referral 
The public information function is im

portant in modern government. This is so, at 
least partially, by reason of the very size 
and complexity of the modern governmental 
structure. 

It may be expected that the Ombudsman's 
office will have to perform a public informa
tion function. Many people will not find their 
way to the appropriate agency simply be
cause they lack information about where 
they should go. The Ombudsman will neces
sarily have to operate a referral system. 

The Ombudsman is not a public informa
tton officer, nor is he a substitute for such 
a person. His duttes and responsibilities are 
such that he should not spend an inordinate 
amount of time on public information work. 

CONCLUSION 

With all the problems of working out the 
specific details indicated above, there is a 
strong coooensus that there is need for prag
matic experimentation with the Office of 
Ombudsman in the American context. 

REESTABLISH THE "E" AWARDS 
Mr. BA YH. Mr. President, during the 

Second World War, our country honored 
thousands of businesses and industries 
for their contributions to the war effort. 
It will be remembered that "E" Awards 
were presented by the Armed Forces dur
ing World War II and that handsome 
triangular fiags featured a block "E" 

were fiown from fiagstaffs from coast to 
coast. 

The fact that the U.S. Government no 
longer authorizes an award symbolizing 
military-industrial cooperation was 
brought to my attention recently when 
I had occasion to investigate the possi
bility of securing suitable recognition for 
an Indianapolis company for its contri
bution to the country's war and space 
efforts. 

The company to which I refer is 
Thomas & Skinner, a 65-year-old cor
poration which is reported to be not only 
the country's first but also one of the 
largest manufacturers of permanent 
magnets, upon which our sophisticated 
communications systems and space ef
forts are very dependent. 

About a year ago Thomas & Skinner's 
research and development people per
fected a new magnetic alloy which is 
reported to be twice as effective, pound 
for pound, as any known alloy. Named 
Columax 9, this new alloy is now being 
used in place of platinum cobalt which 
heretofore has provided the magnetic 
energy of many of our country's space 
vehicles. Besides the increased effective
ness of this new alloy, which takes con
siderably less space, it will save our de
fense effort millions of dollars. A major 
defense contractor, which builds mag
netrons for the U.S. Government to be 
used in sophisticated electronic systems 
used for national defense, has indicated 
that the Columax 9 magnet would satis
factorily replace the former platinum 
magnet with savings up to 95 percent. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that any 
American business or industry which, on 
its own initiative and with its own re
search funds, makes this kind of a con
tribution to our defense effort, should be 
accorded proper recognition by govern
mental authorities. 

The traditional ingenuity and the 
competitive spirit of the American free 
enterprise system to meet our defense 
needs helped make this country great 
and strong, The very least the Nation 
can do is provide some tangible public 
acclaim for this kind of cooperative 
effort. Accordingly, I am suggesting that 
the Department of Defense ought to 
seriously consider reestablishing an 
award similar to the "E" award. If I 
recall correctly, the "E" stood for ex
cellence, but it could refer also to energy, 
effort, and enthusiasm, qualities for 
which any country has abundant need. 

INDUSTRIAL TAX-EXEMPT BONDS 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I have 

been speaking on a number of occasions 
about legislation by administrative edict 
and particularly about the Treasury De
partment's ruling to eliminate the tax 
exemption on industrial-type revenue 
bonds issued by State and local units of 
government. I, now, have a copy of a 
minority report of the Municipal Indus
trial Finance Committee that was pre
sented to the Board of Governors of the 
Investment Bankers Association of 
America at White Sulphur Springs, W. 
Va., this morning. This report goes into 
considerable detail about the matters I 
have been discussing before the Senate. 

I wish to point out that this report 
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illustrates how the Treasury Department 
has been working with an ad hoc com
mittee of the Investment Bankers Asso
ciation, not really representative of the 
majority of the members of that asso
ciation, and with a small group of na
tional labor leaders, again not really 
representative of a majority of the mem
bers of labor unions throughout the 
United States, to eliminate the tax ex
emption on these bonds without an act 
of Congress. 

I would further point out that this 
attempt by administrative decree to take 
legislative action in violation of the Con
stitution would be a severe blow to State 
and local governments throughout the 
United States, depriving them of the 
major source of financing to meet many 
of their governmental and quasi-govern
mental needs. 

I would point out further, Mr. Presi
dent, that if this type of action by the 
administrative branch of the Federal 
Government continues, without any 
doubt the States, counties, and munici
palities of the United States will become 
vassals of the Federal Government. 

The Curtis amendment, which would 
prevent the Treasury Department's ac
tion from taking effect and would pre
serve to the Congress the right to legis
late in the all-important tax field, is still 
pending at the moment before a joint 
House-Senate Conference Committee 
considering the excise tax extension bill. 
I hereby ask permission to place the mi
nority report of the Investment Bankers 
Association Municipal Industrial Finance 
Committee in the RECORD, and I urge the 
members of the Conference Committee 
to examine it in detail before they take 
final action on the industrial bond 
question. 

There being no objection, the repo·rt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows . 
MINORITY REPORT OF THE MUNICIPAL INDUS

TRIAL FINANCE COMMITTEE TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, INVESTMENT BANKERS ASSOCIA
TION OF AMERICA, MAY 8, 1968 
This Minority Report is respectfully sub

mitted to the Board of Governors of the In
vestment Bankers Associa,tion of America 
("IBA") in dissent from the Majority Report 
presented May 8, 1968 by the Municipal In
dustrial Financing Committee ("the Com
mittee") to the Board of Governors. The 
Minority states that saJid Majority Report 
represents a continuation of arbitrary and 
unilateral aotions by the Committee, actions 
which we believe do not serve the best in
terests of IBA. More importantly, we sub
mit that the Majority, in its blind determina
tion to eliminate industrial revenue bond 
financing, has allied the Committee with 
powerful forces historically inimical to in
vestment banking; and further, that should 
the tax exemption privilege be removed from 
industrial revenue bonds, either by Congres
sional or Administrative action, the Commit
tee must bear the responsib111ty for the ero
sion and potential destruction of the tax
exempt industry-and with it, the last rem
nant of financial independence for all Local 
Government. We urge the Board of Gov
ernors, the Municipal Securities Committee 
and the Majority of the Municipal Industrial 
Financing Committee to focus their atten
tion and energy upon the vital necessity of 
preserving this independence. We offer the 
following resume in substantiation of the 
above allegations: 

The Board of Governors is well aware that 
the Committee, since its formation, has 

been almost totally comprised of those un
alterably opposed to industrLal revenue bond 
financing . Thus, the Committee itself has 
never been an objective vehicle for an open
minded, thorough examination of industrial 
revenue bond financing. In its negotiations 
with the United States Treasury Department 
and Members of Congress, the Committee, 
acting in concert with IBA officials, has pur
ported to represent a majority viewpoint of 
IBA. Through various reportings in na tiona! 
financial journals, the Committee's activities 
have conveyed the impression that IBA op
poses industrial revenue bond financing. We 
submit that the majority sentiment Within 
IBA has never been determined. 

During a meeting and forum discussion af 
the· Municipal Securities Committee at the 
IBA Convention, November 29, 1967, the sug
gestion was offered from the floor that IBA 
officials begin a study to determine a mean
ingful and feasible approach to polling IBA 
member firms as to their individual posi
tions, for or against, industrial revenue bond 
financing. As examples, IBA oould have 
looked to polls taken by the Municipal 
Forum of New York and the Ohio Valley 
Group of IBA. It is significant that not only 
were both votes heavily in favor of continu
ing industrial revenue bond financing, but 
also that the geographic location of both 
groups clearly refuted the oft-repeated 
charge that industrial revenue bond financ
ing is sectionally influenced. Despite the evi
dent support for a polling of IBA member
ship, such action was never initiated. Mi
nority asks that the Board of Governors 
again consider such a poll as an equitable 
approach for determining the majority sen
timent of rnA on this important question. 

Meanwhile, the Committee has continued 
its Washington activities, in several instances 
without informing all Committee members. 
The inc10ngruous nature of such activities is 
best exemplified by an excerpt from the April 
4, 1968, Memorandum distributed to Com
mittee members by the Co-Chairmen. Re
ferring to the proposed regulations dealing 
with industrial revenue bonds published by 
the United States Treasury Department on 
March 23, 1968, the Co-Chairmen reported: 

"Your Co-Chairmen and the IBA staff at 
this point were given an advance copy of the 
Treasury regulations and were in the initial 
stages of preparing suggestions when the 
Senate Finance Committee approved by a 
voice vote an amendment by Senator Carl 
Curtis to the Excise Tax Bill. This provision 
states that the present Internal Revenue 
Service rulings regarding industrial revenue 
bonds could only be overturned by an act 
of Congress. 

"At this point our staff and the AFL-CIO 
combined forces with the Treasury Depart
ment. After a poll of the Senate, it was con
cluded that an effort to strike the amend
ment offered by Senator Curtis would be 
unsuccessful on the floor of the Senate. Ac
cordingly, it was decided that the Ribicoff 
Amendment should be offered on the floor 
of the Senate as an amendment to the Ex
cise Tax Bill. It was determined that there 
was significant sentiment that the Treasury 
had overstepped the limits of their authority 
but, nevertheless, the concern as to munici
pal industrial bonds was significant. It was 
believed at this time that the Curtis rider 
would be approved by a block vote with all 
the other committee amendments and, ac
cordingly, no official vote be taken. However, 
strategists on the other side called :tor a 
separate vote on the Curtis Amendment and 
the Senate approved the Curtis Amendment 
51 to 32. Two days later Senator Ribicoff, 
along with Senators Percy of Illinois, Murphy 
of California, Nelson and Proxmire of Wis
consin, Clark of Pennsylvania and Williams 
of New Jersey, co-sponsored the original 
Ribicoff Amendment which called for an 
August 1st cutoff date. However, on the fioor 
of the Senate Senator Brooke of Massachu
setts stated that he and Senator Kennedy 

would like to vote for the Ribicoff Amend
ment but the state of Massachusetts needed 
until the end of the year to get through sev
eral large deals which were pending due to 
the fact their state had just passed enabling 
legislation. The Ribicoff Amendment passed 
the Senate by a vote of 50 to 32 and if passed 
by the House would go into effect December 
31, 1968." 

We submit that in allying themselves with 
Treasury and Organized Labor, the Com
mittee and IBA officials have apparently 
chosen to ignore the cogent rebuttals, offered 
by leaders within their own industry, to ar
guments advanced by Treasury and Labor. 
Commenting on Treasury's "loss of revenue" 
thesis, the Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations, (Report A-18, June 
1963), said: 

The government's revenue loss from the 
issuance of tax exempt industrial dlevelop
ment bonds is partially offset, it should be 
noted, by the revenue gain resulting from 
the faot that the private business ente~rise 
which receives the benefits of the tax exempt 
borrowing through lower rental charges is a 
taxSJble entity. To the extent that tax exempt 
financing (and other subsidies provided by 
State or local government) increases the 
business firm's taxable net inoome, its Fed
eral tax liability is increased .. In this respect 
the revenue effect of the industrial develop
ment bond differs from that of municipal 
bonds generally. 

The overall increase in economic activity 
resulting from major capital expenditures 
and the parallel generation of tax revenues 
at the Local, State and Federal levels has 
oonsistently been d~sregarded by Treasury 
and the Committee. 

Organized Labor spokesmen were quoted 
in the August 26, 1966 edition of Business 
Week as launching an all-out lobbying effort 
against industrial revenue bond financing 
because the availability of this financing ve
hicle was "pirating" industry from highly 
unionized areas to other sections of the 
nation where Organized Labor was either in 
the minority or non-existent. Later in this 
same article, however, these spokesmen ad
mitted that "over 90 %" of plants financed 
through the issuance of industrial revenue 
bonds represented expansions or new con
struction rather than a closing of existing 
facilities. We question the wisdom of the 
Committee's allegiance with such equivoca
tion and illogic. 

Of paramount consideration, however, is 
the dangerous leverage being handed to the 
United States Treasury Department by the 
proposed removal of the tax-exempt privilege 
on industrial revenue bonds. There is no way 
that the Committee or IBA officials can as
sure the investment banking community that 
Treasury's action with respect to industrial 
revenue bonds will be its last attack against 
tax-exempt financing by political subdi
visions. The eventual goal of Treasury is well
known to leaders in the tax-exempt industry, 
and the Committee's unswerving support of 
Treasury's attack upon industrial revenue 
bond financing can only be regarded as a 
naive and volatile flirtation with an even 
greater threat to the future of all tax-exempt 
financing. The historical pattern of regula
tory practices by Federal agencies is one of 
expansion, not contraction. The Daily Bond 
Buyer, May 6, 1968, reproduced in full a 
letter written by William H. Cannon, Esq., 
Nixon Mudge Rose Guthrie Alexander & 
Mitchell, New York, New York. The following 
excerpts from the letter clearly demonstrates 
the danger inherent in any concession indi
cating to Treasury that it has the power and 
authority to determine which Municipal 
Securities shall be tax exempt: 

. . . . please let me advise you of the 
contents of a meeting which I attended in 
Washington on Friday, April 19, 1968. 

That meeting was attended by Mr. Stanley 
Surrey, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury 
for Tax Policy and Mr. Fred R. Becker of his 
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office. Numerous other people attended and 
represented various educational institutions 
as well as various public authorities which 
by virtue of legislation have the ability to as
sist both public and private institutions for 
higher education and, in certain states, non
profit hospitals. The meeting was also at
tended by the representatives of the Ameri
can Council on Education. The purpose of 
the meeting was to register objection and ex
plore alternatives to the proposed Treasury 
regulation which, while purportedly designed 
to deal only with industrial aid financing ac
tually affects all financings by public bodies 
involving private or non-profit schools, hos
pitals, electric power and gas utilities, and 
other similar publicly oriented purposes when 
the lessee or mortgagee of the financed facil
ity is obligated to pay to the issuer moneys 
which are adequate to service the debt of the 
issuer and to pay all other expenses of opera
tion and maintenance of the facility. Quite 
clearly, the proposed regulation extends into 
many areas beyond the industrial aid sector. 
At the conference, both Mr. Surrey and Mr. 
Becker clearly stated that such effect was 
specifically intended by the proposed regu
lation emphasizing that the proposed regula
tion was not to be limited solely to industrial 
aid problems. It was conceded that the lan
guage of the proposed regulation referring to 
industrial development bonds is a misnomer 
and that, in fact, the proper terminology 
should have been industrial development 
"type" bonds. 

On the basis of Treasury's stated position 
( cf. above) , neither the Committee nor IBA 
officials have any valid reason to believe that 
Treasury will reverse its expanding pattern 
of regulation and encroachment into the fi
nancing domain of the various States, their 
political subdivisions and agencies. 

We strongly recommend that the IBA sup
port adoption of the Curtis Amendment and 
the simultaneous defeat of the Ribicoff 
Amendment. We further recommend that the 
House Ways and Means Committee be re
quested to schedule hearings at the earliest 
possible date so that the entire issue of in
dustrial revenue financing may be publicly 
discussed by all interested parties. 

For the Minority: -
PETER C. MOHR. 

THE HEARTLANDS OF THE HOME 
HEMISPHERE-ADDRESS BY CO
VEY T. OLIVER, ASSISTANT SEC
RETARY OF STATE 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, Hon. Co
vey T. Oliver, Assistant Secretary of 
State for Inter-American Affairs, deliv
ered a very significant and informative 
address in Indianapolis a few weeks ago 
in which he discussed the vast interior 
heartland of South America. As Secre
tary Oliver pointed out, in excess of 2 
million miles of wilderness in this huge 
area "wait for the developing hand of 
man to add their natural wealth and pro
ductive capacity toward the well being 
of individuals, nations and the world." 

Although in many respects the re
sources of the South American heartland 
are comparable to those which existed 
in this continent when our Nation was 
young, the neighboring countries to the 
soath have not been able to develop those 
resources or to prosper at a level com
parable to that of the United States. 
Secretary Oliver emphasized the fact 
that the development of the United 
States was largely dependent on a n in
flow of foreign capital; wthout sizable in
vestments from abroad our agricu ltural, 
industrial, and commercial growth would 
have bee.=1long delayed. 

In recent years, considerable help has 
been extended to Latin America through 
the Alliance for Progress, yet much of 
this huge region remains untapped. Sec
retary Oliver foresees a period in the not 
too distant future when the "barriers 
guarding the heartland of South Amer
ica" will be overcome and great benefits 
will flow, not only to the people of Latin 
America, but also to those of the whole 
world. To facilitate this process, however, 
large-scale private investment as well 
as public aid will be required. 

One of the ways in which we have been 
lending our assistance has been through 
the people-to-people program known as 
the Partners of the Alliance. I am proud 
to note that Assistant Secretary Oliver 
calls attention to the role which anum
ber of persons from Indiana have played 
in this important program. Under the 
leadership of such Hoosiers as Dr. Robert 
Carmin, Dr. Robert Yoho, Mr. James 
Nicolas, and many others, the Indiana 
group has provided various kinds of as
sistance to its counterpart organization 
in Rio Grande do Sui, Brazil. Included in 
this aid have been several college scholar
ships in Indiana institutions, numerous 
community development projects, various 
items of specialized equipment and funds 
for local educational programs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the comments of Assistant 
Secretary Oliver be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the a.cldress 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE HEARTLANDS OF THE HOME HEMISPHERE 

{Address by Covey T. Oliver, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Inter-American Affairs 
and U.S. Coordinator, Alliance for Progress 
to the Indiana Partners of the Alliance and 
Sigma Delta Chi Society, Indiana State 
Teachers Association Building, Indian
apolis, Ind., March 11, 1968) 
It is always a pleasure for me to visit with 

the people of this country's great heartland. 
It seems all too seldom that I get the oppor
tunity to return to the commercial, industrial 
and agricultural complex that makes up the 
midwest of today. 

Some "coasters" in this country, both east 
and west, seem to think that since I am in
volved in foreign affairs I should limit my 
visits to those areas of the country which 
are most directly involved and most inter
ested in international relations. They point 
out that the midwest has no for-eign embas
sies, few consulates, few foreign visitors and 
little direct international transportation. 
What these people do not seem to realize is 
that the people of the midwestern United 
States not only are seriously concerned with 
the course and progress of this nation's for
eign affairs but that many of them are just 
as directly involved in these affairs as any 
coaster. Since I was "born and raised" on the 
southern 'fringe of this great heartland some 
coasters may think I am a little biased in 
my judgment. Bias or no, however, my 
opinion on this issue is certainly supported 
by the facts . 

A recent count of Peace Corps volunteers, 
for instance, showed that 253 Indiana youths 
are scattered throughout the underdeveloped 
countries of the world donating two years of 
their lives for the progress of other people. 
Another 79 Hoosiers serve abroad with the 
Agency for International Development. Some 
42 are working in our Embassies and consu
lates with the Foreign Service of the State 
Department. In all, the twenty states of the 
midwest contribute one-third of all Peace 
Corps Volunteers; 1,370 A.I.D. employees and 

2,653 Foreign Service Officers, reservists, and 
staff personnel. 

These organizations, of course, by no 
means exhaust the list of midwesterners 
who help to guide United States internation
al relations. The International Executive 
Service Corps-known to its members as the 
paunch corps--draws 26 percent of its 3,187 
qualified volunteers from the heartland of 
this country for the administrative and man
agerial talents which are in such short sup
ply in developing countries. 

Before I leave these statistics of midwest
ern involvement in foreign affairs I would 
especially like to note Indiana's participa
tion in a vital people-to-people program 
known as the Partners of the Alliance. Under 
the capable dir-ection of Dr. Robert Carmin 
and Dr. Robert Yoho and supported by the 
efforts of people like Mr. Gene Slaymaker, 
Hoosiers have assisted the development ef
forts of the people of Rio Grande do Sul in 
Brazil. To date, the Indiana Partners have 
contributed two motors to a Brazilian trade 
school, are involved in eight community de
velopment projects, and collected more than 
$1500 for a college and another $500 for train
ing materials for nursing education. I un
derstand that as a result of your good work, 
a Brazilian will soon have a set of artificial 
limbs; and that a number of women's organi
zations are studying ways they can best help 
their counterparts in Rio Grande do Sul and 
Parana. For a long time there has been a 
little Brazil in Indiana. Now there is a little 
Indiana in Brazil. 

I thank you good people for adding a much 
needed personal dimension to this nation's 
inter-American relations through the Part
ners of the Alliance Program. I look forward 
to hearing the results of your future efforts. 

From the facts I have mentioned, it is 
plain there is little evidence to support the 
view that the heartlanders of the United 
States are exclusively national in their out
look and interests. You are all involved in 
foreign affairs, and do much more than 
watch the course of the few pennies of your 
tax dollar that go for foreign assistance. 

As involved as you are, however, I believe 
that the greatest challenge to the people of 
this great heartland in the field of foreign 
assistance is yet to come. I believe that in 
the next few years the Federal Government 
and the governments of all member nations 
of the Alliance for Progress will be looking 
increasingly to this region for the knowledge, 
the experience, the skills, the energy and the 
tools to open the other vast American heart
land, the interior of South America. 

That other heartland is bounded on the 
north and west by the Andes, the second 
highest mountain chain in the world. It 
stretches across rivers, jungles, high plateaus 
and grasslands southward to the swamps of 
Mato Grosso in Brazil and the scrub plains 
of the Gran Chaco in Bolivia, Paraguay and 
Argentina. This largely untouched area in
cludes practically all of the Amazon River 
Basin, the largest watershed in the world. 
More than two million square miles of wil
derness still wait for the developing hand of 
man to add their natural wealth and pro
ductive capacity toward the well being of 
individuals, nations and the world. 

Not very long ago as national lives are 
measured, the United States and th-e newly 
independent nations to the south stood at 
the same stage of terri to rial development. 
Like them, this nation was poor, undeveloped 
and holding only an insecure toehold on the 
edge of an unknown continent. At that time, 
North and South American men of vision 
understood that opening and developing the 
heartlands was the key to national security 
and futur-e greatness. 

In this country, Alexander Hamilton, our 
first Secretary of the Treasury, clearly saw 
that the United States could not hope to 
acquire and develop the North American 
heartland with its own human and financial 
resources. He knew we would require huge 
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foreign investments to build a nation out of 
the wilderness and to tie it together with 
roads, canals, bridges and ralls. Since there 
was no international development bank and 
since no developed nation offered a conces
sional foreign assistance program to its less 
developed neighbors, the United States had 
to depend on the vision and courage of pri
vate flnancieT'S. Hamilton designed fiscal pol
icies that would attract and give confidence 
to foreign investor's, and he told the citizens 
of the United States to welcome such capital. 
In 1791, he said foreign capital "ought to be 
considered as a valuable auxiliary conduc
ing to put in motion a greater quantity of 
productive labor, and a greater portion of 
useful enterprise, than could exist without 
it." 

As a result of this welcoming and eager 
attitude, and no doubt attracted by the pros
pect of having a hand in the development of 
such a great area, foreign investment poured 
into the United States: 

The cash requirement for the Louisiana 
Purchase, more than $11 million, was 
promptly supplied by European money mar
kets. 

The State of New York obtained financing 
for the Erie Canal almost entirely from 
England. 

By purchasing $243 million worth of U.S. 
railroad securities, Europeans helped to fi
nance the great cost of throwing transpor
tation lines across the continent ahead of 
settlement. 

During the time of our greatest territorial 
growth and development, foreign invest
ments in the United States grew from $60 
million in 1800 to more than $7 billion by 
1914. 

Our heartland simply could not have been 
opened and developed in the time it was 
without foreign capital and expertise. We 
were too poor to meet ~he tremendous costs 
involved in such a venture. 

But while the United States grew in size 
and wealth and while the first successful 
foreign investments in this continent's de
velopment attracted an ever-increasing flow 
of capital from abroad, the countries of South 
America fell farther and farther behind in 
their efforts to tame their own interior. There 
are a number of reasons for this. 

The greatest single factor was, perhaps, 
the great natural barriers and climatic ex
tremes of the South American heartland. 
The towering Andes and the great central 
forests repelled all but a few attempts to 
open the interior. Weather and disease 
sapped the energy and the will of most men 
who tried. Sporadic booms such as the rub
ber boom in Brazil in the early 1900's kept 
alive the dream of taming the heartland 
and drew in thousands of would-be settlers. 
More often than not, however, new towns 
remained cut off from the developed areas 
of the coast and gradually were erased as 
man, no longer able to pay the human cost 
of staying, retreated to the fringes of the 
continent or lapsed into a primitive state. 

Another reason for the lack of progress 
in opening the South American heartland 
was the absence of economic and political 
stability in the nations involved. Foreigners 
could never be sure that money they in
vested during one administration would be 
respected by the next. Ill-defined borders 
in the heartland led to devastating wars and 
destruction of what little development might 
have gone before. 

Today, the vru>t South American heart
land still stands virtually untouched-a prob
lem, a dream and a challenge. Yet, things 
are changing. 

As a direct result of the efforts of American 
nations under the Alliance for Progress, Lat
in America generally is enjoying an un
precedented period of economic and polit
ical stability. Nineteen of the twenty-one 
other member nations of the Alliance for 
Progress now have some form of investment 
guarantee agreement with the United States 

to protect private citizens from some of the 
major risks involved in investing in develop
ing countries. Technological and scientific 
advances offer new solutions to natural prob
lems once believed to be insoluble. 

Businessmen, government offi:c1:als, techni
cians, scientists and scholars are preparing 
coor<Mnated plans for regional and interna
tional communications and transpol'lta.rtion 
networks that will span the South American 
heartland and open i:t to pioneers and fron
tiersmen. Their work has been spurred by the 
American Presidents who met last year in 
Punta del Este and decided to make the 
dream of Latin American economic iill1legra
tion a reallty by 1985. Inherent in the Presi
dents• emphasis on the need for greater in
vestments in multinational infrastruCJture 
projects, agriculture, educa.tlon, science and 
technology is the understanding thrut true in
tegration will only come when the harrieT's 
gual'lding the heartland of South America 
have been overcome and thrut region made 
to yield its wealth to the flll'lther develop
ment of Latin America. 

To give you some idea of the dramaAtic de
velopments expected over the coming dec
ades, it may be worthwhile ~o mention a 
few of the exciting projects for which de
tailed feasibility studies are already com
pleted or now undeT' consideration. Among 
them: 

An improved continental telecommunica
tions system, including the use of satellites, 
to tie together the nations of Latin America, 
and Latin America wi·th the rest of the world; 

The Carretera Marginal or Jungle Edge 
Highway which will open and link the back
lands of Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Bolivia; 

The River Plate Basin Development s·cheme 
whioh centers on hydroelectric, transporta
tion and industrial development of the wa
tershed that includes parts of Ar.gentina, 
Uruguay, Paraguay, Bmzil and Bolivia. 

These and many other projects will some
day serve as loci of heartland development. 
New lands will be cleared, fertllized, irrigated 
and brought under cultivation to help meet 
Latin America's and, indeed, the world's 
present and future food requirements. New 
cities and new industries will spring up to 
take advantage of enhanced transportation, 
communications and greater power sources. 
New markets will open, demanding increased 
foreign trade. 

I am sure you all can see the tremendous 
challenge entailed in the long term effort 
that will be required to open and develop 
South America's heartland and the innumer
able opportunities this task affords mid
westerners of thi~ nation. 

Alliance governments can plan, coordinate 
and support the work that must be done. 
Our government, for example, recently con
tributed additional funds to the Inter
American Development Bank which, together 
with Latin American government contribu
tions will enable the Bank to finance a mini
mum of $300 million worth of multinational 
development projects over a three-year pe
riod. Our agricultural experts working with 
A.I.D. are helping their Latin American 
counterparts plan for increased agricultural 
productivity. Financial experts and econo
mists from all over the Americas are work
ing together to establi~h tax systems and 
ownership schemes that are fair both to the 
developing country as well as the foreign 
investor. 

Governments, however, cannot do the 
whole job. The major effort for developing 
the South American heartland must come 
from private citizens willing to exert the 
backbreaking effort it always takes to develop 
a wilderness and willing to invest in an un
certain but promising future. 

Those of you who live in the North Ameri
can heartland, perhaps better than most, 
understand the nature and problems of fron
tier development. Many of you grew up lis
tening to the stories your fathers told of the 
difficulties they encountered when they first 

came into this area. Your growing factories 
have had to invent and produce new tools to 
overcome a new environment and to take 
advantage of technological advances. And 
finally, as your Partners of the Alliance Pro
gram indicates, you understand the im
portance of considera.tion and understanding 
in human relations. 

For these reasons, I believe tha.t the people 
of this g.reat heartland are particularly suited 
to help other Americans to the south de
velop their own heartland. I am not sug
gesting that you all pack up this afternoon 
and begin a new life on the frontiers of South 
America. South American development is, 
after all, primarily a job for South Ameri
cans. 

What I am suggesting is that all of you 
actively search for ways you can best help 
Latin Americans in the tremendous job 
ahead. They need tractors, bulldozers and 
plows. They will need mutually acceptable 
capital investments. They need school teach
ers, nurses, doctors and engineers. The op
portunities for expanding your present peo
ple-to-people, company-to-company, or 
church-to-church programs are innumerable. 
All it takes is imagination and a willingness 
to help . 

For more than twenty years, this nation 
has dedicated considerable resources to sup
port the development efforts of other coun
tries. One does not have to delve too 
deeply into the underlying reasons for this 
unprecedented action to find a strong, gen
eral sense of moral rectitude--a basic char
itable impulse that unifies our citizens. 

Yet, if this were the only reason we have 
helped others before and are helping our 
partners in the Alliance for Progress today, 
we would, perhaps, be justified in curta111ng 
the effort during periods such as this when 
other demands on our resources proliferate. 
Since we cannot curtail our efforts now, 
despite the cost of VietNam and the danger 
threatening our own cities, there must be 
other good reasons for making the sacrifice. 

First of all, it is an article of faith with 
us that the security of our Home Hemisphere 
depends on total hemispheric development. 
We can no longer live as a tremendously 
wealthy nation in a neighborhood where 
others are abjectly poor. The violence that 
threatens our own cities today gives irre
futable evidence of the consequences that 
can be expected if social differences between 
neighbors are ignored and allowed to in
crease. A corollary of this is that at the 
present, relatively peaceful, time we can 
accomplish much with very little. The tiny 
percentage of our Gross National Product 
that we have contributed to the Alliance for 
Progress-it will approximate sixteen-hun
dredths of one percent this year-together 
With the development investments of our 
allies has already done a great deal. Since 
the Alliance began, for example, primary 
school enrollment has increased 50 percent 
and now includes 36 million children. Elec
tric power has increased by over two-thirds 
and road mileage by about 16 percent. 

Secondly, the sacrifice entailed in giving 
assistance to poorer nations is not as great 
as many think it is. More than 88 percent 
of all foreign aid funds spent by the Agency 
for International Development are spent in 
the United States for U.S. goods, products 
and services. 

And thirdly, the United States benefits di
rectly from the development of other free 
nations in the same way that Europe has 
benefited a thousandfold from the help it 
gave us during our development period. For 
exam.ple, I read recently that in 1966 Indiana 
ranked among the highest of the fifty states 
in export dollar volume, se111ng about $620 
million worth of manufactured products 
abroad during that one year. How much of 
that sum, how many jobs in this area alone, 
would have been lost had we decided twenty 
years ago that our allies and former enemies 
must redevelop by themselves? 
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It does not take much imagination to see 

the potentially vast benefits in terms of 
trade alone that could result from the total 
development of the great heartland of South 
America. 

If we otlloials who work directly in the Al
liance for Progress, both here and in the 
other Americas, succeed in laying the 
groundwork for development-and I sin
cerely believe we will-you of the 
North American heartland will be called 
upon to contribute your energy, inventive
ness, experience and understanding, espe
cially to those who face problems similar to 
those you and your fathers faced in settling 
and developing the Midwest. 

Look southward in the Home Hemisphere! 
The need and the opportunity for assisting 
are there. With your help, both American 
continents will one day be able to point with 
pride to dynamic heartlands. Heartlands 
that furnish much of the power, the food, 
and the human and natural resources that 
drive the continuous development and social 
improvement o! our New World. 

THE TALKS IN PARIS 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, a critical 

time of testing-a testing of our national 
will-is about to open. I speak, of course, 
of the talks beginning Friday in Paris 
between the representatives of our Gov
ernment and those of North Vietnam. 
We c:an, at this point, be pleased that 
our President stood firm in insisting upon 
a neutral site for these talks; that he did 
not listen to the voices of his critics and 
make the same error as we made in 
seeking, more than a decade ago, to end 
the fighting in Korea. Paris is a site 
that should be conducive to fairness all 
around. 

The difficulties encountered in arrang
ing for the first meeting indicate, I think, 
the type of difficulties that face us every 
step of the way. Charles Bartlett, writing 
in the Washington Evening Sttar of MaY 
5, recalled the lessons from the Korean 
negotiations, including those set down 
for us by the late Adm. C. Turner Joy, 
who led the United Nations negotiating 
team. His conclusion might well be 
summed up in the paragraph from that 
column which says: 

A disciplined American attitude is the best 
hope that the settlement of the war in Viet
nam will be any less protracted and gruelling 
than the two years of arm.istice t81lks in 
Korea. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that Mr. Bartlett's column be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ROAD TO VIET SETTLEMENT TORTUOUS 
(By Charles Bartlett) 

Hanoi's agreement to meet in Paris is valu
able as a reminder that a nation which does 
not learn from its mistakes is doomed tore
peat them. 

"Come to Kaesong and we'll talk,'' the 
North Koreans said in 1951 and the first mis
take in pursuit of a Korean armistice was 
to take them at their word. The sessions be
hind the enemy lines proved to be little more 
than a prologue carefully staged to project 
an impression that the Communists had won 
the war. 

The late C. Turner Joy, the vice admiral 
who led the United Nations' negotiating team 
and wrote thoughtfully of his experiences, 
later observed, "Communists should not be 
allowed unilaterally to select the site for a 

conference. If one cannot successfully nego
tiate a site for talks, why expect to negotiate 
substantive issues successfully?" 

Pres1dent Johnson obviously erred in prom
ising to go anywhere to talk, but one happy 
consequence of his withdrawal from politics 
is that he does not have to play out every 
error. He can tolerate the stings of Commu
nist propagandists and the discomfort of 
hearing Hubert Humphrey say that he was 
wrong. This is a small price for letting the 
North Vietnamese know that Washington 
does not intend to relive the mistakes of the 
Korean negotiations. 

Washington went wrong then on a series of 
critical points because it allowed its desper
ate eagerness to end the war to foster an il
lusion that it is possible to conciliate Asian 
Communists by giving ground to them. Ex
perience proved exactly the reverse--when 
Washington gave, Peking became tougher. 

In the recent site discussions, Washington 
stood firm and the Communists slowly re
ceded from what was a characteristically un
reasonable opening gambit. This could mean 
that they are anxious to end the fighting but 
it could also mean that they are merely 
anxious to get on with the business of tight
ening the strain of impatience upon the 
American nerve system in the coming 
months. 

They may find it politically preferable to 
hope they can deal next January with a less 
obdurate American president. Johnson is 
more emphatic in private than in public that 
he does not intend to participate in a settle
ment that will leave South Vietnam up for 
grabs and it is impractical for them to rely 
any longer upon his personal impatience. 

As both sides prepare for the Paris talks, 
Hanoi has gone on record that it will seek 
total bombing pause at the outset, while the 
United States, under the San Antonio for
mula, insists that Hanoi must pledge mili
tary restraint in return. 

In actual military terms a total bombing 
pause may seem less important to Hanoi now 
than the reinforcement of the Viet Cong. 
American estimates that the enemy has lost 
80,000 men since the Tet offensive gained 
credibility from the unprecedented rush of 
recruits, xnany of them raw youngsters, across 
the border. Their negotiating strategy is ap
parently being tailored to a military neces
sity to reinforce their depleted units. 

A disciplined American attitude is the best 
hope that the settlement of the war in Viet
nam will be any less protracted and gruelling 
than the two years of armistice talks in 
Korea. The Communists have fared well by 
making a shadowy and confusing exercise out 
of peace negotiations and they have no good 
reason to change their style. 

Of all the mistakes which Admiral Joy 
ascribed to the Korean negotiations, the most 
critical was Washington's early acceptance 
of the Communists' demand for a fixed truce 
line. This lifted the military pressure which 
gave the enemy its strongest incentive to 
negotiate and thus prolonged the war and 
weakened the ultimate terms. 

"Do not stop fighting,'' Joy warned, "until 
hostilities have ended; not if you want an 
armistice with the Communist on acceptable 
terms within a reasonable period of time." 

Joy argued strongly against the "flexibil
ity" advocated by Johnson's critics. The Tru
man administration confused 1 ts own nego
tiators as well as the enemy by trimming 
its political objectives to events as they un
folded. This vacillating kept alive the ex
pectation that delay would produce a better 
deal. 

The White House is aware that its critical 
test of firmness will come on the issue of 
a coalition government. The Communist in
terest in negotiations is hinged to their con
cept of a coalition that will be merely a thin 
veil for party control. The Johnson-Thieu 
olive branch will be the promise of an elec
tion in which all citizens vote for candidates 
of their choice. 

This is a democratic compromise that will 
yield the Communists far less than they 
presently have in mind. The agreement to 
meet in Paris holds no promise that the road 
to this solution will not be slow and tortuous. 

SUPPORT FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
COUNSEL GENERAL GROWING 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on 

March 23, 1967, I presented to the Senate 
a proposal for the establishment of a 
permanent officer of the Congress to be 
what might be called its "house lawyer." 
The bill is before the Committee on 
Separation of Powers and has had a 
preliminary consideration in its early 
hearings. 

As I noted on several later occasions, 
the proposal for a Congressional Counsel 
General-a name which is less confusing 
than the original designation of "Legis
lative Attorney General"-has received 
a good deal of attention. I might add that 
a full-length article on it, prepared at 
the editor's request, will appear in the 
issue of the Administrative Law Review 
now at press. 

A new popular statement of the case 
for this proposal has just been dis
tributed by the North American News
paper Alliance, written by Ernest Cuneo. 
It appeared earlier this week, among 
other places, in the Indianapolis Star, 
under the title "Attorney General for the 
Congress Held Necessary." The thoughts 
expressed by Mr. Cuneo are essentially 
those which I expressed upon introduc
tion of the bill and in its subsequent 
discussion. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article may appear in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR THE CONGRESS HELD 

NECESSARY 
(By Ernest Cuneo) 

WASHINGTON .-For a considerable time. 
there has been growing concern over the 
relegation of the Congress to a secondary 
role in the nation's affairs. 

This has come about in two principal ways. 
The Senate. once all powerful in interna
tional matters, was all but completely emas
culated in foreign affairs by the famous Cur
tiss-Wright decision of the Supreme Court in 
1936. The decis·ion held that the President 
was the sole spokesman for the nation in 
foreign matters, that he ntled give the Senate 
only such information as he saw fit, and 
that his actions could not be questioned 
even in the courts. Added to his powers as 
commander-in-chief, in volatile and danger
ous times, it is no wonder that Prof. Corbin 
remarks that the nation was back to the 
first institution of the Anglo-Saxon race, the 
elected kingship. 

On the domestic side, Congress faced the 
dilemma of all powerful bodies, the paradox 
that the only way to exercise power is to 
delegate it. Congress created the vast govern
mental agencies ranging from securities and 
exchange to the Power and the Communica
tions Commission. These and other agencies 
regulate more of American daily life than it 
is pleasant to think about. The power of these 
agencies is such that it has been remarked 
that national elections may become irrelevant 
because American life is today largely gov
erned by agency. Far from being responsive 
to the people, there is considerable doubt as 
to whether they are responsible either to the 
Executive Department or to the Oongress. 
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They have been described as revolving be
tween them, as Mohammed's coffin revolves 
twixt heaven and ea,rth. 

There never was the slightest doubt that 
the Congress was designed to be the sup~eme 
branch of the government, nor that it must 
be restored to its original position if we are 
to continue in a government responsive to 
the people. It is a fair statement, therefore, 
that the Congress failed its duty, not only 
to itself, but primarily to the people by allow
ing its power to be eroded. 

The manner of the erosion of congressional 
power suggests the manner in which it can 
be restored. Assuming that the three great 
branches of government are equal, that is 
legislative, executive and judicial, it follows 
that the latter, the Supreme Court, usually 
has final say, in case of dispute. This is not 
provided for in the Constitution. The Su
preme Court itself simply took that power 
unto itself in the early case of Marbury vs. 
Madison. 

It is somewhat astonishing, therefore, that 
since the inception of the republic, that Con
gress provided for an attorney general, who 
is in fact, house counsel for the executive 
branch, and provided for no attorney general 
for the Congress of the United States. Since 
the Constitution designedly built in frictioP..s 
for the purpose of dividing power, it follows 
that on greatest issues the Congress is rep
resented before the Supreme Court by an 
attorney general who rel»"esents only the ex
ecutive. Thus, the Supreme Court and the 
executive branch often labor mightily to as
certain the intent of Congress, with Congress 
across the street and totally unconsulted. Of 
the finality of Supreme Court decision, Mr. 
Chief Justice Hughes said simply and forth
rightly, "the Constitution means what the 
Supreme Court says it means." This is the 
present state of the law, but it was nOit 
designed so. Mr. Justice Holmes declared, 
that if the Supreme Court did not have the 
right to declare acts of Congress unconstitu
tional, the Union could coilltinue; on the 
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other hand if it did not have the right to 
declare acts and decisions of the various 
states unconstitutional, the Union would 
dissolve. The original Constitution gave no 
power over Congress to the Supreme Court . 

The Supreme Court, as do all other courts, 
accepts without question the rulings of the 
State Department on status of foreign mat
ters. It would seem appropriate, therefore, 
that the Supreme Court a.ccept the will of 
Congress as stated by Congress and not de
cide itself what the Congress intended. 

This, or course, would involve fundamental 
procedural changes in cases where the intent 
of a congressional statute is before the court. 
There is, of course, the implied condition that 
if the Congress is not satisfied with the in
terpretation of the court, it can change it by 
another law. But this is a slow and cumber
some business, and of no value in the case 
actually before the court. 

An extremely healthy compromise would 
be if the Congress looked to the protection 
of its constitutional powers by the creation 
of its own law office. Thus, it could create the 
offices of the attorney general of the Con
gress, with solicitor-general of the House and 
of the Senate. By law, it could be easily pro
vided that when the attorney general of the 
Congress deems that a fundamental consti
tutional right of the Congress is in issue, or 
when the intent of the Congress is a decisive 
issue, then the Congress itself shall have 
right to appear before the court to memorial
ize the court on what the Congress deems its 
intent or its constitutional right to be. Fail
ing in this, that body most responsive to the 
people will continue to be shouldered, and 
alarmingly, into space more confined by the 
courts, the agencies, the executive branch, 
for the reason that it did not assert its con
stitutional rights. 

The creation of an attorney general of the 
Congress with solicitors-general of the House 
and of the Senate would instantly restore the 
Congress to the pre-eminence designed for it 
in the original Constitution. 
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in recess until 11 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
5 o'clock and 18 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate recessed until tomorrow, Thursday, 
May 9, 1968, at 11 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate (legislative day of May 7, 1968) 
May 8, 1968: 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

John E. Robson, of Illinois, to be Under 
Secretary of Transportation. 

Stanford G. Rose, of New York, to be Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor
tation. 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

H. Brooks James, of North Carolina, to be 
an Assistant Administrator of the Agency 
for International Development, vice Herbert 
J. Waters, resigned. 

E~XTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE INTERRELATION BETWEEN 

BUSINESS DECISIONS AND INTER
NATIONAL FINANCE 

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 8, 1968 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, Mr. N. R. 
Danielian, president of the International 
Economic Policy Association, made a 
speech on Aprill8, 1968, that has several 
points pertaining to the current U.S. eco
nomic situation that are worth con
sidering. In his comments, he stated that 
the United States must balance the 
budget to maintain the value of the dol
lar; eliminate other-than-tariff barriers 
in foreign countries that impede U.S. 
exports; and eliminate the controls on 
private investment and lending overseas. 
For these and other views expressed, I 
commend this speech to your attention, 
as follows: 
THE INTERRELATION BETWEEN BUSINESS DE

CISIONS AND INTERNATIONAL FINANCE 

(By N. R. Danielian, president, International 
Economic Policy Association, before the 
joint spring meeting of the International 
Economic Affairs Committee, Money 1 
Credit/ Capital Formation Committee of 
the National Association of Manufacturers, 
Chicago, Ill., April 18, 1968) 
I wish to take this opportunity first to 

congratulate Mr. Gullander and Mr. Davis 

for the initiative they have taken in giving 
new emphasis to international economic 
problems as they bear upon the interests of 
U.S. business. This undertaking promises 
to be of great value. 

When Mr. Davis asked me to participate 
in this program, I was delighted to accept 
because I believe in it deeply. It was because 
we felt that freedom in economic enterprise 
and political institutions would depend upon 
the success of our system in worldwide com
petition that a grC'up of us took the initiative 
in 1957 to organize the International Eco
nomic PoLicy Association. It was obvious then 
that military power in the atomic age would 
be in a stalemate between the two major 
powers vying for world supremacy, and that 
economic and political policies would de
termine which way the wave of the future 
would take us. Events have proved this 
diagnosis to be· correct and I am delighted 
that the National Association of Manufac
turers is broadening its interests and ac
tivities in the international field. 

Business needs a profound understanding 
of international financial and economic 
trends in making decisions concerning ex
pansion, plant location, sourcing of mate
rials, financing and even administrative de
cisions such as personnel assignment. Un
fortunately, such perceptive analysis and 
information have not always been widely 
available to corporate management, mainly 
because economists have allowed their own 
hopes and desires to interfere with an ob
jective analysis of the facts. There is a say
ing in Washington that the trouble with 
public policy is that lawyers act as if they 
are economists and economists behave like 
tSocial workers. Information and analysis 
bas·ed upon such a point of view cannot serve 

the interests of either business or govern
ment in their decision-making process. 

The best way to illustrate this thesis is by 
reference to some recent experiences. 

THE BALANCE OF PAYMENTS AND DIRECT 
INVESTMENTS 

You are all familiar with the ultimate in
dignity that has befallen direct foreign in
vestments by the application of the Trading 
With the Enemy Act to those of you who 
want to invest more than $100,000 a year 
anywhere in the world. In spite of repeated 
warnings, economists in government tended 
to play down the seriousness of the balance 
of payments deficits, because they did not 
wish to face the unpleasant task of revising 
national objectives. Yet the handwriting was 
on the wall for a long time. 

I remember the incredulous consternation 
that greeted me on the long-distance tele
phone on the weekend prior to New Year's 
Day when I informed some of my friends in 
the business community of what was in the 
offing. How did we know about it? Our in
formation came from Europe by way of Basle 
where the international central banking 
community had read the riot act to our rep
resentatives to control the balance of pay
ments deficits-or else. 

One did not need to depend upon confi
dential information to anticipate what was 
likely to happen. Our analysis indicated 
that ever since 1958 the balance of payments 
de:fici ts had been running between $3 and 
$4 billion a year and that the improvements 
advertisect for 1965 and 1966 were statistical, 
rather than real. Even the last figure given 
for 1967, that our deficits were $3.6 billion, 
had the benefit of what one has called 
"cosmetic treatment" of the deficits. If you 
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